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PREFACE. 

There is a great mass of material existing in the European 
libraries, of works written in Hebrew, original and translated, 
oa subjects philosophical and scientific. The material to 
which in particular I am referring dates from the middle 
ages, and an examination of it, though laborious> no doubt, 
and tedious, would yet be of great interest and would con- 
tribute not a little to our knowledge of mediaeval learning. 
Workers in this field are necessarily few, and it is with 
more than ordinary gratitude that the scholastic world 
welcomes a work of such stupendous erudition and labor as 
that of Steinschneider, entitled "Die Hebraischen Ueber- 
setzungen des Mittelalters, und die Juden als Dolmetscher". 
Being a relatively pioneer work, it is not so much literary 
as it is bibliographical; but it remains the sole quarry from 
which every later worker in that field must hew, and it 
goes without saying that my work could never have been 
done if not for Steinschneider. 

From the material which Steinschneider has thus with 
his wonderful erudition gathered in that volume, I have 
selected one author — a single stone out of that rich quarry — 
to be more exact, one work of one author, for a more 
detailed examination. 

Prantl's "Geschichte der Logik", another work of wonder- 
ful learning and critical acumen, was next to Steinschneider 
the sine qua non of this essay. If the little I have done 
will be privileged at some time to contribute its mite to 
the work of a future Renan — a tile in his beautiful edifice — 
it will not have been done in vain. 

The book which is now offered to the reader represents a 
doctor's dissertation presented to the Faculty of Philosophy 
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of the University of Pennsylvania, in June 1903; partly 
rewritten and slightly enlarged during part of my tenure of 
a University Fellowship for Research in Philosophy at the 
same institution, to the authorities of which I embrace this 
opportunity of expressing my obligations for many signs of 
encouragement and acts of kindness. 

The parts newly added are § 2, on the life and works of 
Messer Leon, the glossary and the index. The portion of 
the section on the sources of Messer Leon, dealing with his 
indebtedness to Walter Burleigh was entirely rewritten as a 
result of my securing a copy of Burleigh's "Super Artem 
Veterem Expositio", for the loan of which I have to thank 
the authorities of the library of Yale University. 

My work would not be complete if I did not avow the 
many debts of gratitude I owe to those who in various 
ways have made it possible for me to accomplish the task 
I undertook. To the authorities of the Royal Library of 
Munich, the Paris National Library, the Bodleyan library 
of Oxford, the British Museum, and the State Library of 
Leipzig, my thanks are due for their kind permission to 
use the mss. on which this study is based. The libraries of 
Columbia, Yale and Princeton Universities in this country 
were kind enough to lend me rare volumes indispensable to 
the successful prosecution of my work. Finally I must 
especially thank my teachers in Semitics and Philosophy 
respectively. Professors MORRIS Jastrow, and William 
ROMAINE Newbold of the University of Pennsylvania, the 
former for the generous way in which by his knowledge of men 
and things, he helped me out of many a difficulty, and made 
smooth many a path that might otherwise have been rough 
and difficult of access ; the latter for the encouraging 'interest 
he showed in my work, for his knowledge of Aristotle which 
stood me in good stead, and for the good advice and valu- 
able suggestions which he gave me in the course of reading 
this essay. 

Philadelphia, isaac husik. 

August iiti^, 1905. 



CONTENTS. 



s 


I. 


s 


2. 


s 


3- 


s 


4. 


s 


5- 


§ 


6. 


s 


7. 


§ 


8. 


s 


9. 


s 


10. 


s 


II. 


s 


12. 


s 


13. 



Page 

Introduction i 

Judah Messer Leon 4 

The Mss 7 

Date of Mss y 

Relative Value of Mss 8 

The Commentary. 10 

Method of Messer Leon 22 

Interesting points in the Commentary 27 

Nominalism and Realism 29 

Details of the Commentary 37 

Textual Criticism. . 43 

Sources of Messer Leon 64 

"The Wise in his Own Eyes** 93 

Index 109 

Glossary m 



k 



§ I. INTRODUCTION K 

As is well known, the Jews in the Middle Ages became 
acquainted with Aristotle through the Arabians. The first 
use made by them of the Peripatetic philosophy was in the 
interest of religion, namely to establish the fundamental be- 
liefs of Judaism on a philosophic basis. With this object the 
Karaite Jews in the East, in the eighth and ninth centuries, 
made use of the dialectic of Aristotle, which began to be 
cultivated then by the Arabs. Of the works of these early 
Karaites, only very few are now extant. The first famous 
Jewish philosopher who shows a knowledge of the Aristo- 
telian philosophy is Saadiah ben Joseph Al-Fayyumi, who 
was born in Egypt in 892, and died at Sora (near Bagdad) 
in 942. In his chief work, **Emunoth ve-Deoth" (bk. II, 
ch. 8 ff.), he makes use of the Categories, proving that they 
are not applicable to God. Shortly after the death of Saadiah, 
the Jews as well as the Arabians in Spain, began to imitate 
their brethren of the East in the study of philosophy and 
Aristotle. As a result we have a succession of famous names 
in the history of Jewish philosophy, such as Ibn Gebirol, 
Jehudah Halevi, Abraham ben David of Toledo, and the 
most famous of them all, Moses ben Maimon, commonly 
known as Maimonides. All these lived in Spain and wrote 
their works in Arabic. Aristotle, too, they must have read 

' This introduction is based upon Munk, "Melanges &c.", Renan, "Aver- 
roes et I'Averroisme", and Steinschneider, "Die Hebraischen Uebersetzungen 
dcs Mittelalters &c.". 



in the Arabic translations of Honein ibn Ishak, Ishak ben 
Honein, Jachja ben Adi, Abu-Baschar Mata, &c. 

The Arabian philosopher Averroes was a contemporary of 
Maimonides, and though the latter did not read the com- 
mentaries of Averroes till towards the end of his life, when 
he was in Egypt, he clearly indicated in one of his letters 
his high regard for Averroes as an interpreter of Aristotle, 
and recommended the study of the commentaries to his 
disciples. The great authority of Maimonides directed the 
attention of all Jewish students to Averroes, and there is 
evidence that the latter became very early, perhaps during 
his life-time, an object of wide study among the Jews. 

In the twelfth century, the fanaticism of the Almohades in 
Spain forbade all study of philosophy, and forced its pro- 
minent advocates to seek refuge in other lands. The works 
of the Arabian philosophers were ordered to be burnt, and 
to this we must attribute the almost complete loss of the 
works of Averroes and Alfarabi in the original Arabic. 

The rescue of these works in any shape is due to the 
Jews. The persecutions instituted by the Almohades forced 
them to transfer the centre of their literary activities to 
Christian Spain and the south of France, where they may 
be said to have continued the work of the Arabian philoso- 
phers. Outside of Spain, however, the majority of students 
were not at home in the Arabic, and a need was felt to 
have the works of the Arabian philosophers translated into 
Hebrew. Besides, Frederick II, who was anxious to spread 
the culture of the Arabs in Europe, encouraged the trans- 
lation of Arabic works into Hebrew, as these could more 
easily be rendered in turn into Latin than the original Arabic. 
Thus a host of translators and commentators arose, origin- 
ating in Provence in the thirteenth century, such as Jacob 
ben Abba Mari ben Anatoli, Moses son of Samuel ibn Tibbon, 



Levi ben Gerson, Calonymus ben Calonymus, Todros To- 
drosi, Moses of Narbonne, Jacob ben Machir of Montpellier, 
Samuel ben Judah of Marseilles, and many others. 

The most flourishing period of the study of Averroes among 
the Jews was the fourteenth century, and the most famous 
philosopher of the time was Levi ben Gerson, commonly 
known as Gersonides. Besides his original philosophical work, 
**Milchamoth Adonai", and his Biblical commentaries written 
in a philosophic vein, he wrote commentaries to almost all 
the Aristotelian works of Averroes. These are still in ms. 
with the exception of those on the Isagoge of Porphyry 
and the Categories and Interpretation of Aristotle, which were 
translated into Latin by Jacob Mantinus in the beginning 
of the sixteenth century, and incorporated into the Venice 
Latin editions of Aristotle with the commentaries of Averroes. 
In the fifteenth century Averroes still continued to be studied, 
but the Averroistic philosophy was already on the decline. 
As the last representatives of Averroism may be mentioned, 
Elias del Medigo, who taught philosophy at Padua, and 
had as a pupil the celebrated Pico di Mirandola, and Judah 
ben Jechiel Messer Leon of Mantua, the subject of the 
present work. At the end of the fifteenth century, the expul- 
sion of the Jews from Spain destroyed the centre of Jewish 
civilization. On the other hand the cruel persecutions they 
had to undergo prevented them from taking part in the 
new intellectual life that was then arising in Europe. The 
period of philosophical activity among the Jews as a nation 
came to an end. This accounts for the fact that with scar- 
cely any exceptions the Hebrew works dealing with the 
commentaries of Averroes or the Aristotelian philosophy in 
general are in ms., and we have the strange phenomenon 
in the case of so famous a man as Gersonides, that whereas 
those parts of his Averroistic commentaries which were transla- 



ted into Latin were published several times, the originals of 
these, and the other commentaries that were not translated 
still remain in ms. The decline of Jewish Aristotelian studies in 
the fifteenth century is also responsible for the circumstance 
that while there is a very great number of Hebrew trans- 
lations of Averroes' commentaries, there is scarcely any 
Hebrew translation of the text of Aristotle, and none at all 
made from the Greek. In the thirteenth century, the fame of 
Averroes, thanks to the high recommendation of Maimonides, 
became so great, that no one cared for the original words 
of Aristotle, and all study was directed to the "Commen- 
tator". 

When, in the time of the Renaissance, the original Aris- 
totle in Greek appeared, and disputes arose between the 
followers of Averroes and those of Alexander, the Jews 
were no longer in a position to take part in, and benefit 
by, the light of the Greek text. The only advance the Jews 
made on their early middle ages in the study of Aristotle 
was that they were no longer satisfied with Averroes alone, 
and made use of the Latin translations of Aristotle to cor- 
rect Averroes. A beginning was thus made towards a more 
exact knowledge, which under more favorable circumstances 
might have led directly to the Greek texts and to a new 
era in Jewish Aristotelian studies. But this was not be. 



§ 2. JUDAH MESSER LEON ^ 

Of the life of Judah ben Jechiel, surnamed Messer Leon, 
little is known. His father Jechiel was a physician and seems 
to have been still alive in 1455. His son Judah settled in 

I For this sketch of his life and works I am indebted to Steinschneider, 
Heb. Ueb. pp. 77 — 86, the same author^s article in Ersch u. Gruber II, 43, 
p. 118 ff., and Schechter, Rev. d. Et. Juiv., XXIV, p. 120. 
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Mantua where he was granted the privilege of wearing the 
"cappa" (as a mark of rabbinnical authority) by the rabbi 
of the place, Joseph Kolon. Later Kolon changed his mind 
and a quarrel was precipitated involving the partizans of 
the two leaders. This became so violent that in 1475 the 
Duke banished both Judah and Kolon from the city. We 
find Judah later in Naples. Neither the date of his birth 
nor that of his death is known. He wrote on grammar, 
rhetoric and philosophy, but his works, with the exception 
of the rhetoric, are still in ms. The only languages he knew 
were Hebrew and Latin, and he seems to have been the 
first to introduce Latin literature, ancient as well as me- 
diaeval, to his co-religionists. A list of his works is con- 
tained in a letter of his son David to a certain other David 
of Tivoli(?) found in Florence (Mss. Medici Plut. 88). The 
passage is worth quoting. 

Tt^Dn !?n:in nnn inn nts^j^ diiddh DVib dddd^ pjiDDi '•d ^dvt) 

lllDDb DIDTb Tl'it^") HT ^J^) V'2i'' ^"i< "TlDlt^l t^ilDlD rvhV Dm^l pt^^ 

13 i«''D n^i^ D'lDi^i nDiD ^^"h^n d^) .d'^dis^'' d: D^'ts^in d''3"i d'i^^d' 
t^iDD ^y ^)'rD inn d:i ij^d bbrh n^i^^2:^n nnin ininnyi iDnn pno 
fiDiDH 'D ^T\^D «in int^ni • • • i^'iii^un n'' nDiiD • • • n^i^'te nnot^D 
DDH 1^^ 11DD3 its^« D'l^ts^n'' ni^:i ^« j;'':ini in -qiid niiDDD its^i^ 
'D KDitDDDD inn d:i m«Dn^i n^n:^ Diots^n ypnn ini« ]n^i pi2i dud 
ntt^-'Di 1^1 p ^31 li^DDi i^niii nt^i '•yniD j^Dtrn ]d onot^D "i ^y 
iD«Di iDt^D ten D^ts^iiin te t^'iDDi ij^iDj^ni nn^i: j^noiin oy iin^^n 
D''D*'Di .HDD ts^t^n^ n-in innt^Dn n^i:ii nnt^ ncD nit^n^ iniD^i'' i^^ ly 
••rij^n DiJ^n nte o^'teiDn D'lts^mn te dj; niinn ni«''n b^nnn Dnn« 
d:i «ij^i ntriDi niDts^ nbt^i n^'ts^t^nn 'd te nts^iyi ib -jinj; pt^i b«n 
te bbiD "n^i:) jitrte int^ idd nnni nt^iDin n^t^ten ib I'^^ip r\^ niirr' 
'lij^pno jits^t^in ^j; D'lni D^ts^nn nwi D''r:)DD ion np*' D•'^^^^^ *»rD 

. . . iDDD '•itrn ]D1^^n nt^ni ]W^nn pit^n 

From this, following the order in the letter, we see that 



he wrote (i) TDDD HiD^, a Hebrew grammar; (2) ^DV bbDO , a 
compendium of logic; (3) D^DI^ HDIi, a rhetoric; (4) a com- 
mentary on the Isagoge of Porphyry, and the Categories 
and Interpretation of Aristotle. This was written in Bologna. 
(5) A commentary on the Posterior Analytics, which found 
its way* to Spain, where it received high praise ; (6) a work 
written in Mantua on four books of Aristotle's Physics, 
harmonizing Averroes' 'great' commentary with the Latin 
translation of Aristotle and Averroes' middle commentary; 
(7) a commentary begun on the Bible; (8) a work in Latin 
on diseases; (9) notes to the Canon of Avicenna. 

To these works mentioned by his son are to be added ; 
(10) a commentary on the Prior Analytics; (11) a commen- 
tary on the Ethics of Aristotle. This is mentioned by his 
grandson Aaron as extant in 1576. (12) pl)i miD, a commen- 
tary on Maimonides' ** Guide to the Perplexed". This was 
in the possession of David Vital, who lost it at the con- 
quest of. Patras, about 1532 (?). (13) A commentary on the 
"Bechinath Olam" of Jedaiah Ha-Penini; (14) Theses Acade- 
tnicae, short notes, according to Steinschneider, Ersch u. 
Grubber I.e.; (15) Prayers and Hymns; (16) Sermons for his 
pupils; (17) Rules of Slaughter and examination of animals; 

(18) and (19), commentaries on the De Anima and the Meta- 
physics referred to in (4). Of these (i), (2), (3), (4), (5), (10) 
(a fragment), (13), (14), (15), (16), (17), are extant in ms. only, 
with the exception of (3), which was printed twice, once in 
the fifteenth century, and again in 1863, by Adolph Jellinek. 
Of the rest, Steinschneider is uncertain about (7), (9), and 
(11), suggesting doubtfully that they might be identified 
with extant works in ms. on the respective subjects. (6), 
(8), (12), are as far as is known not extant, while (18) and 

(19) are merely promises made by Messer Leon of works 
he intended to write, and it is doubtful whether he wrote 



them. We are here concerned with (4) only — the com- 
mentary on the **Vetus Logica". 

§ 3. THE MSS. 

Of this work, Steinschneider {op, cit. p. 81) names six 
extant mss. containing the complete commentary to the 
three books, viz. Isagoge, Categories and Interpretation; and 
one ms. containing only the Categories. To this list must 
be added British Museum Sloane 3265 (formerly 3030). Stein- 
schneider's brief sketch of the work [op, cit, pp. 82 — 84) is 
based entirely on the Munich ms. (Mn), which is very cor- 
rupt and contains a few large omissions and most probably 
one interpolation which is quoted later. The present study 
is based upon a careful collation of three mss. and a hasty 
glance at a fourth, viz. (i) Munich Royal Library, Mn 27, 
here for brevity referred to as Mn. (2) Paris National Library, 
P. 999 (P). (3) Oxford, Bodleyan Library, Mich. 620, (O). 
(4) London British Museum, Br. Mus. Sloane 3265, (L). 

§ 4. DATE OF MSS. 

In a letter of the year 1474 (Steinsch. op, c, p. 78), Messer 
Leon says that he commented on the Isagoge, Categories 
and Interpretation twenty years previously. This brings the 
date of composition to 1454. Of the four mss. mentioned 
above, Mn and P are not dated. O has an inscription at 
the end of the work stating that it was written by Abraham 
Farissol for the brothers Judah and Jacob at their house, 
and was finished on Wednesday the 15th of the month She- 
bath, 5232, on Mantua paper. This corresponds to 1472. 
The inscription is as follows: 

tsn'T'Dn npnj^n wh^rb ^i^ino -"DinD p Dnnnt^ rash "iry ^^\k ^^^ni 
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'11 min-' 'i? vnnnD Dni3« -"DiN iddd nn "i '•dud D.Tt^:i«2i ni^n 
i''*':d 2bi iDn^ tsnn^ d^'D'' nts^ra "i dvd D^ts^:i Dn^DD o'^nt^ npy'' 

L likewise has a note at the end of the Categories stating 
that it was written in Naples in the house of Messer Leon, 
on the I2tli of Ab 5240= 1480. The colophon is as follows: 

''^id«:d iw:i) Di iDt^ DD tDiD^ niD-iDi Din Di^ ^'^ 3« tnn^ ? 
Dts^n pi^**^ ""D Din n^nn !?«n yvDi nnnnn in onyi^n ^^ noiDn rr^an 

ir^ion mob i:«''3''i irnitrD!) ii^in to dindi^ ^ly^^n n^iD id^ n)'«n!?i 

§ 5. RELATIVE VALUE OF MSS. 

Of the four mss. mentioned above, the worst is Mn, used 
by Steinschneider. Next comes P, while O is very good and 
remarkably free from error. Of L, I cannot, after a very 
cursory examination, speak with authority. I compared it 
only for the passages omitted and interpolated in some of 
the other three, and found that it agreed with the best of 
them O, having neither omissions nor interpolation. 

A more detailed report upon my collation of the mss. I 
shall reserve for another time, when I shall publish the 
work. Suffice it for the present to indicate the more impor- 
tant omissions and the interpolation of the inferior mss. 

Mn has an interesting interpolation fol. 203 6, quoting 
Burleigh on the n^eaning of the difficult terms "^^'^) ]Wi<'l yO)i = 
^conceptiis primus et secundus'^ as follows : 

i«''^ni3 p^^ ••npnyn r\y^r[r\ ••trp on i^tri ]wt^n nvii n^nn -"d yQvy\ 

n^'triij^n j^Dto n:itrn b^ d in« nvii dij^hd njn^ by\i htd ^^ddi 
^Di:) nDiD ^^T\^ is^d: bv2 u)iv invn in^ij^ (sic) b^-yvi'yi^ b^ ^br\m 
^rm'^ y^^ nmn ini^!? "noD nit:^i:t^n jrDtoD ^r\^ y\^^ (sic) Dii^no 



♦ v^i^ i«''^"ii3D niD p-inyn pti^n nn n'^^tr r\:m nDj^"" '•itrn iviini 

This is a quotation taken from Walter Burleigh's "Super 
Artem Veterem Expositio**. The text of Burleigh, Venice 
1509, fol. 2, is as follows: "Conceptiis rei duplex est, sc. 
primus et secundus, v. g. possum enim de homine habere 
unum conceptum, quo concipio humanam naturam absolute, 
sc. intelligendo vel concipiendo ipsam esse substantiam ani- 
matam sensibilem rationalem .... et possum conceptum de 
homine habere, quo concipio naturam humanam in ordine 
ad ilia, quae participant eandem naturam, sc. ad Socratem 
et Platonem et sic habeo alium conceptum, sc. conceptum 
comparatum qui dicitur secundarius conceptus et iste ab- 
strahitur a conceptu primo. Conceptus primus dicitur prima 
intentio, conceptus secundus dicitur secunda intentio." 

That this is an interpolation is proved, (i) because it is 
not found in the other mss. (2) It breaks into the middle 
of a sentence which, omitting the interpolation, reads as 

follows : nDt^-'ts^ nDt:i nrrhy iw:^) onDin bi^D-its^ i^triDD jidd '\dv) 

(here follows the above passage) vbt< ^"itOlinD, i.e. "The sub- 
ject (of a science) is more properly that which contains the 
matters (treated of in that science) and is (directly) predtcaUd 
of them, than that in reference to which (merely) those mat- 
ters are said." (3) It is altogether out of place, since the 
discussion in the immediately preceding context concerns, 
not ^l^^ ^V\X^ 1V2i = conceptus primus et secundus, but the 
proper subject of logic. The distinction between ^\^ y^')^ 
and "^^ was stated on the preceding page, fol. 203, as 

follows: "in«i \w\XT\ nviin \ic\rm Diy T\rr\r\ Di«n r^'^r^ nts^t^D '•d 
b^ ^DWi iDH'' m DHD b^iD in^ mw n«n^i vi-iD b^ t)j;3 innp'' id 
:iiD ini^ip*'') ^i^ nv2i \m^^r\ nrn nviin . (4) The words ptr^n nn 

"Sh^ W^niDD mo p'TIJ^n = "These words my teacher translated 
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from Burleigh", are the work of a pupil of the first inter- 
polator. He would not have found it necessary to add this 
remark if the preceding passage were part of the body of 
the work, since at the beginning of that quotation the author 
himself tells us HiH It^'^^ID \wh '»npnyn=<*I translated the 
words of Burleigh here". As it is, the object of the note 
of the pupil is that he may remember, and possibly others 
too, that it was his teacher who did it. The author of the 
quotation wrote it originally in the margin of his copy, 
which he used in common with his pupil; and it was the 
latter who added the last phrase. Later the whole passage 
found its way into the text. 

Mn has three extensive omissions, all in the Categories. As 
none of the mss. has yet been published, all that is necessary 
at present is to indicate where the omissions are, for the 
benefit of those who may consult one of the inferior mss. 
Unfortunately I omitted to take down the pagination of P 
and O, so that all I can do is to give the folio numbers of 
Mn where the passages omitted in it are to be inserted; 
and if, as happens in one case, P has an omission which 
Mn has not, I give the folio numbers of Mn where the pas- 
sage is to be found. 

The first passage, quite a long one, omitted in Mn alone 
should be inserted f. 237 1. 8 after the word D^'DnWD. The 
second, omitted in Mn and P should be inserted f. 327 
1. 8, after the word i:''*^. The third, omitted in Mn and P, 
should be inserted f. 330 1. 22 after the word nnj»^t5^. Finally P 
alone omits a very long. passage corresponding to Mn f. 331^ 
1. 16 nyyi^tr etc. to f. 339 1. 20 nm^D incl., almost 18 pages. 

§ 6. THE COMMENTARY. 

As was said in the introduction, Aristotle, after the time 
of Maimonides, was not studied directly. There is scarcely 

• • • • 
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any Hebrew translation, direct or indirect, of the text of 
Aristotle. Of the Organon, it is safe to say that there never 
was any Hebrew translation of Aristotle's text. It was Aver- 
roes that was translated and commented on, and whenever 
the Jewish commentators of the middle ages speak of Aris- 
totle, it is the text of Averroes that they have in mind. 
Thus Gersonides, who wrote notes to the commentaries of 
Averroes, says in the beginning of the Isagoge (Steinsch. 
op. c, 67), **I will also mention the places in which my view 
is different from that of Aristotle in this art, according to 
the interpretation of Averroes, In some places I will mention 
matters about which Aristotle did not speak, according to 
what Averroes cites of his words,'' The Italicized expres- 
sions seem to indicate that Gersonides knew of no surer 
way of approach to the ideas of Aristotle, than through the 
Hebrew translations of Averroes' commentaries; in this par- 
ticular instance, the middle commentary on the Organon. This 
leads me to agree with Joel (Beitrage etc., Lewi ben Gerson, 
p. 5), Steinschneider {op, c, p. 66) to the contrary nothwith- 
standing, that Gersonides did not know Latin, for had he known 
it, thorough scholar that he was, he would certainly have made 
use of the Latin translations of Aristotle, of which there were 
several in his day, and would not show, as he does, an ab- 
solute dependence on the Hebrew translations of Averroes ^ 
That at least in the Categories he did not make use of 
any Latin text of Aristotle, is proved even more directly 
by the fact that nowhere in his commentary on that book 
does he make mention of such, or in any way betray any 
knowledge of the existence of such a text, although the varia- 
tions in reading and interpretation between the two, as we 
shall see later, not only must have given him ample occa- 

« 

» See below, p. 97, note. 
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sion to speak of the Latin text, but must have necessitated 
his taking it into account if he knew of its existence. 
Messer Leon a century later, was under the same dis- 
advantage as far as a Hebrew text of Aristotle was con- 
cerned. He had none. He was writing a commentary in 
Hebrew, for Hebrews, and was obliged to use a Hebrew 
text for the basis of his work. Having no text of Aristotle 
proper, he had to use the Hebrew translation of Averroes' 
middle commentary to the Organon. The translation which 
was classic in those days was that of Jacob ben Abba Mari 
ben Anatoli, commonly known as Jacob Anatoli. He was a 
son-in-law of Samuel Tibbon of the famous family of trans- 
lators of south France. In 1232, he completed in Naples 
the translation into Hebrew of the middle commentary of 
Averroes to the following works, (i) Isagoge; (2) Categories; 
(3) Interpretation; (4) Prior Analytics; and (5) Posterior 
Analytics; or as they are commonly known in Hebrew, 
(i) i^no, (2) nnOi^D, (3) ^''te, (4) tfi^'T), (5) DDID. This was 
the text used by Gersonides, and Messer Leon used the 
same. To quote his own words (fol. 204), "the efficient cause 
of this book, i. e. the Isagoge, was Porphyry the philo- 
sopher . . . ., of the other books, Aristotle ; only that the text 
is intermixed with some of the words of Ben Roshd by way 
of interpretation, as I shall explain." Di»^ fT'^yiDn ilDDH D^D^ 

n1^^•'3n i)i by nrvby -5 nm niip dj; 3-)ij;d iDJ^Dnts^ i<b^ itoD-)« n-^n 

We see here an advance on Gersonides in the attempt 
to distinguish Aristotle from his "commentator". Naturally 
this can not be done except by referring to another text 
which contains the words of Aristotle without any "admix- 
tures"; and as there was no such work in Hebrew, he had 
to have recourse to the Latin, which he uses to correct the 
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Hebrew of Averroes, assuming that the latter too is a trans- 
lation of Aristotle, but with explanatory notes interspersed. 
In fact the middle commentary to the Isagoge and the 
Categories, especially the former, is scarcely more than a 
more or less close paraphrase of the original, and this 
probably accounts for the circumstance that until recently 
it was believed by historians of philosophy that Averroes 
made a translation of Aristotle. 

In the Interpretation the thought becomes more complex 
and Averroes departs from the text "by way of explanation" 
further than in the two preceding books, so that Messer 
Leon finds himself obliged to give up the attempt to 
distinguish Aristotle from Averroes (fol. 348 b), DD ItTDi^ ''{^l 

In his preface, Messer Leon assigns as the motive for 
writing the work, the want of books of this character in 
the Hebrew language, and the unsatisfactory character of 
those commentaries that had been composed before him. 
Seeing that in the other languages the number of such 
works was very great, he could not refrain from undertaking 
to write a commentary on the Isagoge of Porphyry and 
some of the logical works of Aristotle, which should contain 
in as brief a style as is consistent with clearness, the best 
of the thoughts of former commentators and some original 
ideas of his own. He anticipates a great deal of criticism 
on the one hand from the conservatives who find nothing 
wrong or useless in his predecessors because they are old, 
and on the other hand from those who, by reason of a lack 
of proper education, judge others by themselves and hence 
impute to him low motives, conceit and love of glory. This, 
however, will not prevent him from offering his best to the 
cause of science, strong in his consciousness of sincerity. 



Inasmuch as according to Aristotle all limitation, arrange- 
ment and division pertains to form, and their absence to 
matter; and it is best to follow form, which is the source 
of perfection, he will be careful to follow the proper order 
in his exposition, and divide the paragraphs into sections 
and those again into smaller ones, so that the thought of 
the author may be perfectly clear. At the end of each 
section he will discuss some of the *^ doubts" pertaining to 
it, and solve them to the best of his ability. 

Every product, continues Messer Leon, be it natural or 
artificial, in order to change from the potential to the actual, 
must have four causes, viz. material, efficient, formal, and 
final. Logic being no exception to this rule, he proceeds to 
discuss the four causes of this art; which will make clear 
the subject of the science and its utility — two points, the 
discussion of which is in place in a preface. 

This formal way of treating the subject of logic, is with more 
or less variation as old as the Greek commentators. (See 
Prantl, Geschichte der Logik, XI, p. 649, Anm. 140 — i ; p. 68 1). 

(i) Material Cause: This is the same as the subject of 
logic, which Messer Leon explains as follows: (f. 203). 

u'hb\^r\ ]D on^in D^'^'^Dni d^^iddd iipnn t^'in '•d i^ro ]3i< iDi^''ty 
onvii D^D urw D:iniD T\yT^ trp'inni noipnni rbx^r^^ ^j^idhi woray 

vro b)K inyD innp'^ id ^rm jitri^nn nviin )imo biy ni'inn nii^n 
nv2i ]i:r>^nn r\^r[ nviin b\K b^n idh'' t« dhd ^'^d nnv mw mr\^^ 

«2iDi >^r\ \^ DDDnn d^td -n^^'^ no ^d -"d nDin ^^2iD:n «in |v:inn 
DD^iT) D2ij;n 1DD iDiyD iDj^'' ii< uTm :nim ts^p^nni noipnn idd nDi 
no i2iD ^^D3i D'liv^j; d'':iid ontr no iiiD ur&>'3 npnn 0:10^^ i^-inty ^ 
^^y^r\ •'i^DnD n?) ini'iDn DDpD3 r^::^ ^)iai its^«D D'lnm o'li^jiDi ontr 
♦ iDiyD iDi^'' 1^^ rnnn ^^d:) h'tt' i^'inn noDnn ■)D^^•'tr no ^Dtr !n 
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"The material cause is the 'secondary concepts' joined to 
the 'primary', as Avicenna says, for it (sc. logic) treats of 
genera and species and the other universals; and the 
noun and the verb and the particle; and the proposition 
and the syllogism, etc.; which are all 'secondary concepts' 
and 'logical existents' joined to the 'primary concepts'; for 
when one has apprehended animal nature for example, 
which is a 'primary concept', and then takes it in relation 
to its species and finds that it is more general than they, 
then the mind joins to this 'primary concept', a 'secondary 
concept', and calls it genus; which is the subject of in- 
vestigation of this art. It follows, therefore, from this that 
the subject of logic is the 'logical existent'; for all that is 
said in this science is either a 'logical existent', as propo- 
sition, syllogism, etc. or is said in relation to it, as sub- 
stance, and so forth; which latter, logic investigates in so 
far as they .are highest genera, and in general in so far as 
they are 'logical existents', as we shall explain with the 
help of God in the proper place. And this is the requisite 
condition of the subject (of a science), viz. that whatever 
is^ said in that science shall be included under it (sc. the sub- 
ject), or be said in relation to it." (cf. Arist. 1003^ 12 — 15). 

The terms '•itfin ]Wi<l 1V)i and nni i^^iDD rendered by 'pri- 
mary' and 'secondary concept' and 'logical existent' respect- 
ively, correspond to the 'intentio prima' et 'secunda', and 
'ens rationis' of the scholastic writers. By intentio prima is 
meant the concept directly abstracted from external objects, 
and directly referring to them, like the concepts of man, 
substance, etc. Intentio secunda is the more general con- 
cept abstracted from the primary by comparing the latter 
with one another in respect to generality. The clearest 
statement of the meaning of these terms is that of Walter 
Burleigh (op. cit. fol. 2). ''Videndum est, de quibus est 
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logica, utrum de rebus aut de conceptibus aut de vocibus, 
et quid debet esse subiectum in logica, Et est dicendum 
secundum Avicennam, .... quod logica est de intentionibus 
secundis adiunctis primis. Ad cuius evidentiam sciendum est 
quod intentio secundum quod nunc loquimur, est idem quod 
conceptus rei, et conceptus rei duplex est, sc. primus et 
secundus, v. g. possum enim de homine habere unum con- 
ceptum, quo concipio humanam naturam absolute, sc. intel- 
ligendo vel concipiendo ipsam esse substantiam animatam 
sensibilem rationalem, et sic habeo unum conceptum solum 
pfimum, et possum conceptum de homine habere, quo con- 
cipio naturam humanam in ordine ad ilia quae participant 
eandem naturam, sc. ad Socratem et Platonem et sic habeo 
alium conceptum, sc. conceptum comparatum qui dicitur 
secundarius conceptus, et iste abstrahitur a conceptu primo. 
Conceptus primus dicitur prima intentio, conceptus secundus 
dicitur secunda intentio. Unde prima intentio est conceptus 
immediate abstractus a rebus. Sed secunda intentio est conceptus 
abstractus a conceptu primo vel a conceptibus primis. No- 
mina enim rerum existentium extra animam sunt primae 
intentionis, ut homo, animal, albedo, nigredo, sed conceptus 
abstracti ab istis significantur per nomina secundae inten- 
tionis, ut genus, species, subiectum, praedicatum et huius- 
modi. Unde breviter prima intentio est primus conceptus 
rei, secunda intentio est secundarius conceptus rei. Nomen 
primae intentionis est nomen significans rem ut cadit sub 
primario conceptu intellectus. Nomen secundae intentionis 
est nomen significans rem ut cadit sub secundario conceptu. 
Et ex his patet eandem rem esse primae intentionis et 
secundae intentionis; quia eadem res potest apprehendi sub 
primario conceptu intellectus et secundario, cum tamen prima 
et secunda intentio non sunt eaedem; dico ergo quod logica 
est de rebus secundae intentionis, ut sunt secundae inten- 



17 

tiones, quia in logica non determinatur de rebus nee de 
vocibus nisi per habitudinem ad intentiones secundas. Non 
enim determinatur in logica de homine nisi inquantum est 
species, vel subiectum vel praedicatum propositionis; vel 
inquantum est terminus in syllogismo, sc. inquantum est 
maior vel minor ex terminis, vel medium in syllogismo. 
Similiter non determinatur de vocibus in logica nisi inquan- 
tum significant res, ut eis insunt intentiones secundae .... 
sive ens rationis, et non est aliud intelligendum per ens 
rationis, quam res secundae intentionis." 

It will be seen from the above that Messer Leon is at 
one with Walter Burleigh as to the subject of logic, and 
also in identifying 'ens rationis' with 'intentio secunda'. 
Nay it would even seem, though this is by no means cer- 
tain, that it was from Burleigh that Messer Leon borrowed 
the terms. For it will be noticed that the ordinary terms 
as used in the schools are intentio prima et secunda, the 
Hebrew equivalent of which is not 1V2i, which Messer Leon 
has, but n^TO. Burleigh, as will be seen from the passage 
quoted above, explains 'intentio' by the word 'conceptus', 
which corresponds to the Hebrew 1V2i, constantly used by 
Messer Leon. 

The author then goes on to discuss other views as to 
the subject of logic, namely that it is the syllogism, and 
comes to the conclusion that the 'ens rationis' is the 
more uniform (ni^^PDDI '^ItS^D ^11 = subiectum adaequatum con- 
tentivum of Burleigh) subject of the science, but that in 
a sense it may also be said that the syllogism is the 
subject, and especially the demonstrative syllogism; herein 
also agreeing with Burleigh [op. cit. fol. 2^), "Si autem loqui- 
mur de primo subiecto in logica primitate principalitatis 
(=nV^Dnm ni-'tr^^nn ^"n. ^'^'pvn t^trii of Messer Leon), sic dico 
quod subiectum primum in logica est syllogismus demon- 
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strativus, quia eius notitia principaliter inquiritur in logica, 
vel secundum alios syllogismus est hoc modo primum subiec- 
tum in logica." 

(2) Efficient Cause: — This is for the Isagoge, Porphyry; 
for the other books, Aristotle with explanatory admixtures 
of Averroes. 

(3) Formal Cause: — This is two-fold. First, the external 
form of the work, viz. the chapters and sections of which 
it is composed, and into which it may be divided. This 
will appear in the sequel. Second, the internal form of the 
work, or the method of procedure. This is again five-fold. 
I St. Subdivision and classification of ideas. 2nd. Definition 
and description, y^. Interpretation and argumentation. 4tH. 
Refutation of erroneous views. 5th. Illustration for the pur- 
pose of making the thought clearer. 

(4) Final Cause: — This is also two-fold, proximate and 
remote. The proximate purpose is to know the methods of 
demonstration in matters not doubtful. The remote purpose 
is to learn to distinguish truth from falsehood in all matters 
of knowledge. 

Like Burleigh * he insists on the importance of the study 
of logic. Although the originator of the science had it by 
nature and use (^:i")nm VDlDn 12iD = usualiter of Burleigh), 
and there are a great many persons clever by nature, still 
to argue with art (niiDIt^ *|"n = artificialiter of Burleigh) 
is not possible without a study of logic; for he who arrives 
at a result in this way, viz. artificialiter ^'^'^^ nijD1i»^3), has 

' (fol. 2U)'. "Si autem dicitur quod ille qui primo invenit logicam in- 
quisivit hanc scientiam sine logica, et per consequens potest scientia acquiri 
sine logica . . . sciendum quod Ipgica potest haberi dupliciter, sc. usualiter 
vel artificialiter . . . dico ergo quod primus inveniens logicam habuit logicam 
usualem antequam fuerit logicus artificialis. . . . Dicendum quod nulla scientia 
potest haberi artificialiter absque logica, quia quicumque scit artificialiter ali- 
quam conclusionem scit se scire illam." 
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the advantage of knowing that he has obtained a proof. 
With regard to the character of logic, his view is that of 
Duns Scotus (Prantl, op. cit. XI, p. 205, Anm, 90) and 
Aegidius Romanus {ibid, p. 259, Anm. 368) that it is both 
a science and an art, or organon of knowledge. As a science 
it produces the organon, which is the art (fol. 209). 

Having stated the subject of logic in general to be the 
D^^itS^ D^Tl'^li or 'conceptus secundi', he assigns in various 
parts of the work the more limited subjects of the indivi- 
dual books of the Organon as follows. 

The Isagoge of Porphyry deals with the universal, with- 
out deciding whether it exists extra animam or not; and 
Messer Leon, apparently not at this time intending to treat 
of the subject in the Categories, asks the reader to wait 
until he comes to the De Anima or the Metaphysics (fol. 206). 
The subject of the Categories offers Messer Leon some 
difficulty, and he grows impatient with those who hold the 
extreme views, (i) that the book deals with external things; 
(2) that it deals with mere sounds. Since the book is a part 
of the science of logic, and logic is concerned with 'secon- 
dary concepts', the Categories too must in some way be 
related to these. The categories per se, it is true, are not 
secondary concepts but primary concepts, referring directly 
to things through the mediation of words, but it is not of 
the categories per se that this logical work treats. That is 
rather the business of the Metaphysics, and it is only an 
accident that the book on the categories concerns itself 
with words, as being the medium of communicating these 
notions. The real subject of the Categories is. the ten cate- 
gories as related to the secondary concepts, i. e. as highest 
genera with species under them, and as possessed of attri- 
butes (fol. 235^). 

In this also he is remarkably close, even in the form of 
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expression, to the view expressed by Burleigh, as can be 
seen from the following parallel, (fol. 235^) ••• HT ")KDi ')iTO^^') 

nnoKDn ]d n -qt r)tDi!?''Dn (/*/t/.) . • . ntrann owtr^n jd nn« N-^n 

Now see Burleigh (fol. 176), "Dico ergo quod liber prae- 
dicamentorum est de rebus, secundum quod eis insunt in- 
tentiones secundae, sc. intentio generis generalissimi et generis 
subalterni et intentio speciei et sic de aliis." 

The subject of the Interpretation is the judgment or enun- 
ciation (niU = enunciatio = iT6(pxv7ic), (fol. 341) yiDtS^ ^')^^^1 

He quotes also without comment the view of Boetius 

')n!?in !?jrDni Dts^no !n niDt2^ niots^ onts^ iiiD (^'/J/t/.) i. e. "that 

the philosopher deals here and in the Categories in different 
ways with simple sounds; viz. that in the Categories they 
are treated of as names of things, and in this book as 
names of names, viz. of the noun and the verb, etc." 

The words of Boetius are as follows {In Categ. ed. Migne, 
163 A). "Sed hoc interest, quod illic (sc. in Perihermenias) 
figuras vocabulorum dividit, in hoc (sc. in Categoriis) de 
significationibus tractat" ^ 

This division of words into 'prima' and 'secunda posi- 
tio', defined by Boetius {op. cit, 1S9C) "Et est prima posi- 
tio, ut nomina rebus imponerentur, secunda vero ut aliis 
nominibus ipsa nomina designarentur", and called by Messer 
Leon (fol. 341) H'^ilfin TCiW^^^ nODDH, goes back to the Greek 

* "Iste liber (sc. Perihermenias) ... est de enunciatione tamquam de 
subiecto", Burleigh, op. cit. f. 6^ b. 2 cf. below pp. 71, 76. 
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commentators, who make a three-fold division of — Trpxyfjt^xToCy 
TrpcoTtj 6i(nc, tuv ovoficcTav, and isvTspx iiaig Toiv ovoficcTcov, 
TrpooTvi detrig includes words directly denoting things, like 
man, horse, etc. ^hUTkpx Hang has reference to grammatical 
terms like, noun, verb, etc., which apply to words Trpcorviq 
Siascog. The former, i. e. words or ideas ^svTip/xg ^sa-sug, form 
the subject of the Perihermenias, the latter of the Catego- 
ries (cf. Porphyrins, In Categ,, Comnt. in Arist, Graeca, ed. 
Busse, Berolini 1887, pp. 57 — 8). 

Of the subjects of the other books of the Organon, he 
speaks only in passing, in the preface to the Categories. 

(fol. 235) r\T^x\ yn(y\ nfen nD^^i^on rwKh )Km:^ nmn i^!iD:in nvnn 
niD')!?''Dn u^ DHD UDiints^ D^r:iyn ny^n^-i h)K onpntr o'^toits^Dn o^'^'^iyn 
noDn nn oro nipn^ ^^^ o-itoitrDn onmn nipnn noDnn t\\x\ v^^'v^-^ 
iDDDi riT ^rm) iddd n^Dipnni n^Dnpnn p!?nD nipn'^') n:mnn ip^^ nw 
n^iDipriD DD11D i^^in ntr^ trp'Tin ''r:)^ i^^n*' trpTin idd bn ^t£^^!?trn 
b'yo no!? Dn!?iTi '•niiiini ^nDion ^^xb mp i^in onon trp'Tin iri 

nni'TiD ^'•nn^'i on-irD^ D'^invDn D'^ts^pTin ^dii ts^on^ id nni^i onnipDi 
trpTQ ]D nni^i noiDn iddd ir:y li^Dnn nts^i^ '•noiDn tc^p^no bn "idd: 
••iDi^ y^'iv n^^ytonn icddi ••trDnn iddd nDi^n r^i< niipn ''ni!i:in 

nts^N "»'»pnn') D'^nivn D'liiDDn h^ dtd pwi '»''m!i:inD npoonn nrn: 
'••'!i!?nn trp^'nn n^'nii^ Dnnits^ l^ni n^tri nii^n !n d^dd ^^mi Dr:y i^nn'^ 

** Inasmuch as the ens rationis is the subject of this work 
in general, and knowledge of the simple properly comes 
before knowledge of the complex, the philosopher investi- 
gates in the beginning of the science the simple things. 
Then he advances gradually and investigates in the book 
following this one, the elements of the judgment, and the 
judgment; and in the third book, i. e. the Prior Analytics, 
he explains the syllogism which is compounded of judgments. 
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Now since syllogism in general comes before demonstrative or 
dialectical or any other kind of syllogism, as every demonstra- 
tive or dialectical syllogism is a syllogism, whereas the con- 
verse is not true; he explains first of all the general conditions 
of the syllogism; and afterwards he investigates the various 
kinds of syllogism, and begins with the highest, viz. the 
demonstrative, which is treated in the Posterior Analytics. 
Then he takes up the dialectical syllogism, which is closely 
related to the former, in the fifth book ; while in the book 
of * Refutations", he explains the various refutations and 
fallacies, viz. the sophistical syllogism, which is inferior in 
conclusiveness to the dialectical. Then he proceeds to a treat- 
ment of aesthetic and mimetic writings, which are considered 
in two books, the Rhetoric and the Poetics; between the 
lines of which shine forth the rhetorical and poetical syllogisms." 

§ 7. METHOD OF MESSER LEON. 

• 

Messer Leon then takes up the Hebrew text of Averroes 
paragraph by paragraph, divides each into still smaller sect- 
ions and explains the meaning of difficult phrases, pointing 
out the sequence of thought by assigning each statement in 
the text of Averroes its place in an implied syllogism which 
he gives in full, and taking care to distinguish Averroes' 
additions from Aristotle's own words by making use of a 
Latin translation of Aristotle *. Like Burleigh and others 
before him, he calls attention to the important 'conclusions' 

(nnbin) as they occur. Thus (foi. 210) mh)r\n i^Ti r\i<w yir\^ m^i) 
")Di mi^:n t^)n ^lontc^ bi noon r\i2 m^)2Dn n^its^^nn . At the end 

of each chapter or section, he discusses in strict syllogistic 
form some of the disputed points pertaining to the section 
in question, which he introduces with the words ^^DH^ ^H^fc^ll 

^ See below p. 81, note 8. 
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IHH pDD HD. The entire work contains twenty nine discus- 
sions of this nature, of which ten are in the Isagoge and 
the rest in the Categories. Strange to say, there are none 
in the Interpretation. Following is a list of the npCD with 
the number of the folio of ms. Mn in parenthesis *. 

Di^noniD noD 9) iDon nrb nitrn j^tt^i^n ^in "hb-Dn dj^ (207 d ff.) 

^Whether the 'universal' is the uniform subject of the 
Isagoge of Porphyry." 

noDH ^'•n ]nr\r\ a^k (208 ff.) 

* Whether logic is a science." 

r)ntD!iDn lomD on poni jiion d^ (211^ ff.) 

"Whether genus and species belong to the category of 
relation." 

mr\ ^lyn D'^DntoiiDn p nn^ r\py^ mi a^ {212 b ff.) 

"Whether it is proper to use one of two correlatives in 
defining the other." 

tim '^y\ o'^nn bv ^y^T\ ^r\v n no^ i^^ ron a^r\ D^^ (2i3^ff.) 

"Whether the description of species given by Porphyry, 
viz. 'that which is predicated of many, etc.', is a true de- 
scription of the lowest species." 

l^^bd7^ vrwKb to nmDn dj^ (2i4ff.) 

"Whether 'rational' is the genus common to man and angel." 

niwn niiDi^Dn b^Db yo ^r\ ^)sot[ u^ {216 b«.) 

"Whether 'existent' (= to ov) is the common genus of the 
ten categories." 

Vi^b^n ^^^D on D^tDion dj^ (2i7^ff.) 

"Whether particulars are infinite in number." This depends, 
he says, on one's belief as to the origin of the world. 

a^r\ ^n 'id') hdit i"^^ m^ mp'oiw 9\ Dts^nn ni d^ (225 ^ff.) 

"Whether the definition of accident is a true one." 

' See below p. 8i. 
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ir\v i6) r\T\Q ^b vn^ nb^ id^ nts^on dh u^i^wn dj^ (227 flf.) 

** Whether the 'predicables' are five, not more and not less." 

ion!? pi D^'D-'DDD DD o'lDDntran D^ (238 ff.) 

** Whether homonyms are synonyms, and vice versa." 

)Dy -|Dnn'> iW):Q )yi^ ik)n'^ Diiyn pyo noi^tc' no D^^ (240 *ff.) 

D!ij; ^in tw):2 ):^tw no !?d piii'^tr b^ raw):^ ay nlpi^on lonnnD 

1Dr6 ]Di 

** Whether what was said of substance, viz. that it is not 
in a subject, is convertible with substance as a property 
is convertible with its subject, i. e. is it correct to say that 
whatever is not in a subject is substance, and vice versa?" 

ao)iv "i!iD nDKDD on mi^ini loinni 'n'' !?^n D^^ (246 ff.) 

"Whether God and matter and form are in a category in 
essence." 

D!iyn iDm:} an o^-Di^bcn D^^ (247 ff.) 

"Whether the angels are in the category of substance." 

1:1b tetS^n DH D^!?bn D^ (248 6 ff.) 

"Whether the universals are only in the mind." This is a 

lengthy discussion on the question of nominalism and realism. 

'•DDH )b ^ D!iyn d^ (266 ff.) 

"Whether substance has an opposite." 

nn'Tii ninon b:ipt:i Diijrn m^ (268 ff.) 

"Whether substance admits of more and less." 

"l^^^ :)D i^n hddh d^ (273 6 ff.) 

"Whether quantity is one genus." 

D^:"'D r\y2^b pbm noDn D^^ (275 ff.) 

"Whether quantity is divided into seven species." 

^DDH r\ODb V^ D^ (285 ^ff.) 
"Whether quantity has an opposite." 

]vbv iDi^ :iiD )b tr^ (r|-itD!iDn ^^m bi) iD^^Dn ni D^^ (291 ff.) 

"Whether the category of relation has one highest genus." 

vbv iDV i^i^ -Qin p '':'':jr n'^^n n^nno r:jr i^)n nn^'i^n d^ (292 ff.) 

"Whether relation is different essentially from the thing 
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upon which it is based." This is an important discussion, 
and is related to the previous one on the nature of universals. 

nin^'nDn ^dh tm rm^^nn d^ (301 ^ff.) 

"Whether virtue is the opposite of vice." 
** Whether virtue and vice are correlatives." 

D^Don on D^'DitDiiDn d^ (Md.) 

"Whether correlatives are opppsites." 

yntDD in'' on D^ontDiiDn b:D dj^ (304 ff.) 

"Whether all correlatives are ccf4.x Cpvast,*' 

nrTPi rhvr\ jnTn r\)bvr(2 D^^ (305 ^ff.) 

"Whether the removal of the iTnari^TSv removes e7n(TTvi[j(,vi'^ 

b^'^b pn i^iiDi no nm mn mynn dj^ (322 ff.) 

"Whether 'privation' is a thing existing apart from the 
mind." 

itc^i^D nmv'^ \^^rr\ riDipnn oy roonnD ^ti nDipn ^d d^ (332 ff.) 

niOD D'^'^p"' nDi^n 

"Whether every proposition is convertible with that same 
proposition if we assume it true." 

His method in discussing these dubia is the strictly scholastic 
one of the "Summa Theologiae" of Thomas Aquinas and the 
other Schoolmen (See Schneid, Aristoteles in der Scholastik, 
5 if.; also Prantl, XIX, p. 277, Anm, 447). He first states 
the question or doubt {'=quaestio=^dubitatio = dubium = \>^D) 
in the form given above, viz., to cite a particular instance, 
DDDD ^^n \VT\T[ D^ ; he then states the view opposed to his own, 
introducing it usually with the words Hi^T riDtJ^riDn n^nrai . Thus 
in the case mentioned above, PIDDH r\^r\^ ^b^ Tl^'V POtS^nDn T\br\T\y\ . 
This is demonstrated in syllogistic form, the major and 
minor premisses, unless self-evident, being supported by quo- 
tations from the writings of Aristotle. Thus: tS^pTin "niD*>1 

-iDDD rrm^D r\br\T\'\ n^itr^-in n:iiDnnD "^jr^nnn ^n trp^nn ... hdd 

HD^^Dn n^^TD D^'DI niDpDD DDDIIDO n:itDpni nDIOn. Then follows 
a statement of the opposite view, which is that of the author, 
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riDDn ^^''^tr poo p^ DD^^n Tin ^y D^J^. This is again demon- 
strated syllogistically as before with support of major and 
minor premisses, and finally he proceeds to answer the 
arguments cited in the first place in favor of the contrary 
view, invalidating major, minor or conclusion. 

nu''''nnrQ id!? • • . idi^ n^'Di^'^Dn nm !?^i ... :i^m r\:wir\r\ r\^ir\r\ 
bi^) ... ):r\y\XDb b^^po ):^''^ nn ... -|WDiD') Dipn m')^^ nn rwvTi 
. • . ^p^nn p n:it:pn ts^'^nD^ nnits^nn n^^T '^d!?') . • . :i'^vi^ n^^'^itrn n^^Kin 
nbiiJin ts^^HDi^ r\'nwr\n ni^T "^d^i ... ^^^^ p)^'2 t^:^ p a: -wq^") 

• ^p^nn p 

A good specimen of his method of pointing out the 
sequence of thought in his text by formulating the latent 
syllogism in the mind of the writer is found fol. 303 ff., in 
reference to Categ. 7^ 22 ff., especially lines 27 — 30 and 

37—39- 

r\y\iW no nn in^d i^'^j^di n^tr yn pbnn ^^1n 'idi mi^n rhv:^^'D l)y^ 
nv^Tn ^)iDD t6 Di^^n ^lio^ t6 ui^ '•d yn^n n!?^'' i6 ny^n'^n ni!?yrQtfi^ 
^vi p!?nn ^)n 'idi iDiijrn poon hti ... D'^yii'' d'^di onm vri"' n:im 
ny'^Tn ^i^ -|nyn jitd noi^ its^ND isnn!? mp Si t^nionts^ i^^n'' 1t£^^^n 
n:in nii^nDn m!?inn n'tii ht 1^^D'» ^^1n "id ts^nion^ ntrn'» -qd "^ d 
niD'^'innnn nrts^ ^n yiTni nri'TiD nts^yitr n'o^^'^nnm n^ts^y!? nn )bt^D) 
i^b ^D -|Dnn^ i^i?i j^i^d: Tii^n i^in isnnn fk i^!iD:i '•ni^n ^^')n wiion pi^!i 
"ID D'^in'' DiDi^ ^^!iDi Tita Nin trnion 5k ni^d: TibD nid tinnn pi^i'^ 

ts^niDn DNtr in^^nDn !?^^ onpn p ^ior\n n:ini NiiDi i:''^^ tcnnn 5k 
nts^ND ivi pbnn ^in :r:iinn nby^t^D !? n ^^ j^iiDi i:i''i^ ts^inn j^i^d: li'^^ 
Ip'^DpD D^^nni i^b ^t£^D:in !?''DpDDt£^ no!? ^itrn n*Q''''nnnn Ipiid^d in:i'i 
ni iDi^ pb i^iiDi ts^mnts^ niD D^''nn'» i6 ^^^d: trnion D^tr Diipn 
pi))i ir^ i^trn nu^'^nnnn n-ints^ m'^nn ni!?jrnD ts^^niDn nlpy'^tr id^dh 
t£^:nnn i^'HD'^ i^ d^i ■|t£^D:in b^:ipD i^)rw NiiOi t£^:niDn Dtr:intfi^ no^ 
nD n!?iT Nints^ nn'' r^^v^ mipni ^t£^D:in !?^DpD n:ni oipn Nints^ 
Dts^:in 1DD "iDi^tr noi niiipn n^nnn nts^^D Diton n'O'^'^nnn!? D'^'^nn'^tfi^ 
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••D DV) m'^m Di)p iNiiDn i^zit^^ tr:niDi? b^in^n nn ]r\: -pro onn 
]€Ma Ninn nin^'^nnnn ^it:^n n^^n"' ntr^^D tH pbm ^in 'd i^!iD'» tr^inn 
HTD n'»''nn'»i i!? D-iDiip on pijrn D^'n^'DiDn D^'p^nn loi^"' i^'^ndi '^^^^ 

DH nn^D'Ti n^tri noyni ts^^ni D'^cni '•n^ Dip ^in "^nn d^'did mi)D 
,niD"ipnn oy i^idd trp^nn ^n^ a^D^p on dJ^ ••nb d^'d-'Did o-'ts^^niD 

riDDiiDD niiDpni n:ii:rNin id ^tr^^trn Nin trp'^nn tr:nn!? D^onip fJ^ 

nbnn ni^^n i^in ''nn m^^^'iiD av i^)iD^ tr:iinn '•d nDi^tr noi i!? Dip 
n:iDpn i^'»n ini^^-'iiD onp nkd'» t£^:iniDntr iD^^tr not pinion ts^p^nn ntD- 
^'•n 'ID) onTi^m iNtcn D^'oni ts^i^n ^d no^^tr nDi pnn^n trp^nn nro 
^••n '•nn ^^liD^'ts^ onp D^mD:^ on iD^ts^ not jitrNin ^p-^m p n:)t:pn 
nTD m!nn mi ntt^n^ idd nT!?i nD^^tr not iits^Nin trp^nn ]d n!?n:in 

• pnn^n irp^nn 

Other logical phrases are: 

trpiDDn iND^ !?''nn'' .piNn nn (induction) ty'iD'^nn nit:pn '^^^^n 

,{reductio ad absurdutn) !?1tO"'Dn ^i^ n^^Dn!D 

to'^Dtfi^ni • . • i^iDn nmnD D'^'^nnon ptr^nn !?tDDn j^^dd p^nn nni 

^tfi^Din !?^npD DpDn nn 
pni!i ^in n!?n:in ^bno nip!? iDiiyn v^^^ . rbyra m?b r)itD!iDnD nin"'''nnnn 

"Inference from a correlative taken with a limitation to 
the same correlative taken without limitation is correct." 
For example, if it is true that A is the son of B, it is 
true that A is a son. 

nnpts^ nmnn 5k . • • n^'^^nn'^ nmnn xw:o\ 

first principle or axiom = ptfi^i^l !?Dtfi^1D 

etc. etc. DDiiyD D^iitT 55 Dn ^mb u^'wr\ nnmn 

§ 8. INTERESTING POINTS IN THE COMMENTARY. 

It is clear that Messer Leon did not knpw Greek; for else 
he would not have made some of the errors which I shall 
point out later. That he did not know Arabic is equally 
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clear from a number of instances. Thus, to name one, the 
Hebrew term for * Peripatetic" is a word bodily taken from 

MM 

the Arabic. D^'Ntt^ is the Arabic ^^Liwo fr. ,^^-.-^iwo to go on 
foot. Messer Leon (fol. 206^), not knowing that D'^Ntfi^ is a 
foreign word, derives it from n^WDI r\^W pN in the sense 
of desolation, and explains it as applied to the followers of 
Aristotle, **who used to wander through deserts and from 
place to place to seek seclusion in order to acquire wisdom." 

riDDnn :i'^v:;rh^ iramb DpD!? DpDDi nnniDD d^d^h vrw (206 6) K 

That he should not have not known the meaning of "Peri- 
patetic" is strange, as he knew Latin and was a student of 
Cicero; having written a rhetoric based on the writings of 
the Roman orator. In the Posterior Academics I, 4, 17, the 
latter explains the term ^. 

* This explanation of the term Q^J^tfi^D Messer Leon must have borrowed 
from Profiat Duran or, as he is more generally known, Ephodi. The latter, 
a century before Messer Leon, in his commentary on Maimonides* "Guide to 
the Perplexed" pt. II, init. gives the same etymology of D^Ji^tJ^ as Messer 

Leon, noDts^i ri^its^ DpDDi nnmoD D^D!?in vn'^ w^^^^im d^didi^'^d 

• ni^iiDin nv'^T) 'itDDii^ diddh Dr^bb 

Jacob Anatoli (cf. above, p. 12) in his translation of Averroes' middle 
commentary on the Isagoge uses the term D^i>^tfi^D? ^^d adds by way of 

explanation ^l^O D^D^inii bl — "who walk in his memory". D^D!?')nn is 
a literal translation of D^i^tfi^Di ^^d "IIDTl^ seems to be an explanatory ad- 
dition of Anatoli signifying that they were called Peripatetics in the sense 
of being ^walkers' or followers of Aristotle. Samuel Ibn Tibbon in the glos- 
sary of technical terms attached to his Hebrew translation of Maimonides' 
"Guide" says ni^io!? pH D^^D^Pin DHI Q-ilDl!? VH ^:D ^D^dIpID D^i^t^D "»D1 

♦ n^ii^nnn nTDtr!? nD'»!?rQ teyn^itr "'"id >d^2^v i^b 

Here too Q^D^in is the literal translation, and the rest is a conjectural 
explanation — they walked out of the country while studying, as an exer- 
cise for the health. Anatoli and Ibn Tibbon both knew Arabic, and hence 
did not, in their search for an explanation of the title, go beyond what may 
be reasonably inferred from the literal translation of the Arabic D^i^ti^D = 
walkers. Profiat Duran, not knowing Arabic, thought that D^i^tS^D was a 
Hebrew word, and explained it accordingly, by combining the D^^l^in of 
Anatoli and Ibn Tibbon with D^ltS^o ^T^om which he thought D^i^lC^D was 
derived. Messer Leon, likewise ignorant of Arabic, could do not better than 
follow Duran (cf. Steinschneider, Al-Farabi, p. 195, note 15). 

* "Peripatetici dicti sunt quia disputabant inambulantes in Lycio." 
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The influence of Cicero, too, whether direct or indirect 
is seen in his division of ancient philosophers into three 
schools, according to their idea of the "summum bonum". 

(i) The Stoics, who found the chief good in personal and 
political virtue. To this sect he assigns Seneca, Socrates, 
Tully (Cicero), and others. 

(2) The Epicureans, followers of Epicurus, in whose opinion 
perfection consisted in eating, drinking, rejoicing, and in 
material enjoyment generally. 

(3) The Peripatetics, Aristotle and his followers, who 
regarded perfection as consisting in theoretical speculation 
and contemplation of the Deity. 

nn^^ nD D''DiDi!?"'DnD ninD ':i m^ D^rtr '•i^^i ^'^^i (foi. 206*) 

1DD ni^won ni:n:nn nnnn w^mi^n D^::irh cnytr '•nno bv d^'di^ 

id!? D'»''Dtr:in onmn r\^:nb !?bDni r\)D^b) nintri?i ^)3id i^)r\ niD!?trntr 
':in nDHi .d^'diip^dj^ iDtr bv )ir\py\ iny^'Di Diip'^Di^ n^^n ran ni '^'^:^) 
y)Tv:;n )T^rh 'r\^ bm -^y^^v:!) ni^Dtr^DD i^nnnn ^)r\ r\)Db^r\^ nitrnn 
pi< ]wbo w^iwon nD Mr\p:) in^nni iddi^ n^^n n^n htdi ntc^D^n 

. riDDnn 

§ 9. NOMINALISM AND REALISM. 

Messer Leon devotes considerable space to the discussion 
of the nature of universals (fol. 248^ — 260^). Apropos of 
the huTspx oviix of Aristotle, he apologetically introduces 
the question, though not strictly pertaining to logic; follow- 
ing in this the example of many commentators who dis- 
cussed the matter in this connection. He names five opinions 
on the subject, the last of which is his own. 

First, there is the opinion of the extreme nominalists, 
who maintain that the only existent extra animam is the 



particular; while genera and species are not real ou(tixi, but 
are such in word only (ID^ ")DNDD). Twenty reasons are given 
by these authors to prove their thesis. 

Then follows the view of the extreme realists who say 
that the universals are found only extra anitnam and in the 
particulars. Thirty four arguments are given in favor of this 
view, a number of which are taken from Walter Burleigh, 
who was more or less of a realist (see Prantl, op. cit., on 
Burleigh). 

The third view is that of Plato, that the universals exist 
extra anitnam apart from the particulars, i. e. that they are 
essences or forms, abstract and eternal. He was led to this 
belief for two reasons: One is that he did not see how it 
is possible to have knowledge of any subject unless we 
make such an assumption; for knowledge is of the neces- 
sary, whereas the particulars constantly come into being 
and pass out of being, and change their states. The postu- 
lation of eternal essences makes knowledge possible. The 
second motive that led Plato to the ideas was spontaneous 
generation of worms and flies, which can be explained, since 
the cause must be of the same species as the effect, only 
by reference to the ideas as the cause similar in species to 
the product *. 

Plato's ideas so understood, Messer Leon goes on to say, 
Aristotle has refuted in the Metaphysics; but whether Plato's 
view may be interpreted so as to agree with the truth, 
Messer Leon refers us to the commentary on the Metaphysics 
which he expects to write. Most commentators, he tells us, 
charge Aristotle with misrepresentation of Plato's thought, 
in order that he might pass for the head of philosophers. 
In hinting at a different interpretation of Plato's ideas, Mes- 

* See below pp. 82 — 3. 
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ser Leon no doubt alludes to the opinion of St. Augustine, 
who was followed by Vincent de Beauvais, Guillaume d'Au- 
vergne, Bonaventura, Henry of Ghent, Scotus, Franciscus 
Mayron, Durandus and others, that by the ideas Plato meant 
acts of the divine intellect. The charge against Aristotle of 
jealous misrepresentation of Plato seems to have been first 
expressed by Franciscus Mayron: **Sed quare Aristoteles 
voluit sic facere, una assignatur voluntas, quia habuit invi- 
diam contra eum.'* {In I Sent, dist, 47, Qu. 4; cf. Schneid, 
op. cit, 89 ff.). It was then repeated in the fifteenth century by 
Cardinal Bessarion, Marsilius Ficinus and Pico di Mirandola. 
In modern times this new interpretation of the Platonic 
ideas has been advocated by Ritter, Stallbaum and Zeller 
(cf. Haur^au, La Philosophie Scolastique I, p. 64). 

In the fourth place he cites a theory which stands mid- 
way between the two, and combines the ** indifference" doc- 
trine of Walter de Mortague, that the same thing may be 
both universal and particular according as one looks at it, 
with that of Duns Scotus, that the universal exists "mate- 
rially" in the thing, and ** formally" in the mind (cf. Prantl, 
op. cit, XIV pp. 139, 140 and Anm. 132; XIX, p. 2oy^ Anm, 100). 

pn i6) tatfiD i6 Dr^ D-'b^DDtr mniD n^jr^'nin nDni (fol. 255^) 
n:iiDnts^ no^ m!? ran !?Dt2^ fini by)D2 !?Dt£6 on D:D^^ m^ tets^!? 
nifen n^T ^:^Vob '^:r^^ nmni i^Dts^n nwiiDi^n onni^ in:in n^'ten 

«intr nmn Dt^ '•D \':vr\ bv ^r\)no ni^^'^tt^i twy^ t6^ Djmi nnmn 
ntri^ r^yn -Qin bv t^v:;:^^ mum ^i^dd i!i bv^ itrot^ ob iniDiijrD 

nrn ly** dT jdi • • • ^bD2 1:1^^^ nin:ii^n "^d i^dd pn i^ints^ mtt^i^Nno 
nnpnnD d^ '•d iiin nro '•^pte t^ip^ i^b ^^a^Q r\W)iD2 ^B:b pn nmn 
^V "'^ta ^ip^ n:im b^iDi tDtc^oiD nifc^^'KDn ^Dtrn inii< ipinty n-i^Dtyn 
-i«3n''ts^ 1DD DnniD r\)bb3r\ rmvr\ ^^1n ^Dtc^ntr no^ n'':i!i''nn n-inn ik 
^Dt56 pn on a^bb:Dn n^n n^^r '»t£^:t^ Dtrn^'tr no ^d!? n:)ni SB nniD 
nnpn'^tfi^ no ••d^ ddkjtd onDinD n^p^ ^T\r\ ii^unty no^ noin nit^'^iiDn 
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^)D) i^'D iDiijrn "l^^^ m^ nr ^d^ n^rr'i mt^-'i^Dn on^ ]ni:ii ddij^ I'^^'iiD 

d^) TiD n'^n^ D'^rDD "'IpinnD n^ tDtc^oiDi b^iD inv jDit^D imp'' d^^i po 
D'^ipDts^n nnpnn ^d^i hdd •'b!?D invn Djr '•tDiD Nin ^Dtc6 fin nm !?d 

. . . by)Q:i ^bb3 mn 

"A fourth opinion is that the universals are not purely a 
product of the intellect, nor have they an existence altogether 
independent of the activity of the mind. They are in the 
mind "actually", outside of the mind "potentially" only. 
For the notion of generality is given to things by the in- 
tellect, and that by virtue of which generality takes place 
in things is not in the things themselves but in the mind. 
Only by way of "epithet" pl^DH "l!i bv) it is also in things. 
And though one thing cannot be predicated essentially of 
another unless it is part of the essence of that thing, still 
it is possible by way of "epithet" and "enunciation" (iTro- 
0xv(rig = enunciatio = n"1T!l) that one thing should be pre- 
dicated of another, though the predicate is not in the subject 
but outside of it; for example, when we say that a vessel 
is human, it is not because of the humanity that is in it, 
but by reason of the humanity that is outside of it; for 
humanity is not in the vessel ... In the same way, since 
the thing outside of the mind exists as a particular, it cannot 
in so far be called a universal. It can be so called only 
from the point of view of the examination of the intellect, 
which examines it in an abstract and general way (nifc^'^liDD 
!?!?1D1 IDti^DID). It is, therefore, called universal by an external 
"enunciation"; since it is the mind that brings universality 
into things, as appears from the words of Averroes. Accord- 
ing to the advocates of this belief, therefore, the universals 
exist out of the mind only materialitery for that concept 
(sc. the universal) is derived from the things themselves as 
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investigated by the mind abstractly (tDtTD^ID nii^''!iDD), but they 
exist in the mind actually and formaliter^ because the mind 
"informs" them and gives them existence. According to 
this, one and the same man may be a species or a genus 
according to the degree of abstraction. For if you look upon 
man as abstracted from individuality alone he is a species. 
If you regard him in a still more general manner, as ab- 
stracted also from the "differences" of the species, he is a 
genus. Therefore every thing extra animam is a particular, 
and at the same time a universal potentially; while in virtue 
of the mind it is a universal actually . . ." 

This view may be stated briefly as follows: Our senses 
give us particulars; our intellect universals. At the same 
time unless the objects of sense had per se something that 
makes them susceptible to intellection as universals, there 
would be no relation between intellect and sense. This 
"something", then, is the universal existing materialiter extra 
animam, to which when there is joined the activity of the 
mind, there arises the universal formaliter or in actu. Since 
the activity of the mind is absolutely necessary to the formal 
existence of the universal, and this activity exerting itself 
on the object of sense is susceptible of degrees, the same 
thing may be more or less general, a universal of a higher 
or lower rank, according to the degree of abstraction exer- 
cised by the mind. 

This view, though not that of Messer Leon, he esteems 
more highly than the preceding ones, as it is near the truth, 
and is held by great and wise men (D'^t^iND N"*!! n"1DDn DNT 
nDNH h)lt. ranpnoi D'lDDinDI D^iDDH uhVS), though in the interest 
of brevity he does not give the arguments in favor of this 
doctrine. 

Finally he adds a fifth view, which he calls his own, also 
a compromise between extreme nominalism and extreme 

3 
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realism, with a greater inclination to the latter than number 
four. It is based on the fact that, mind or no mind, there 
is something that Socrates and Plato have in common, and 
this is the universal existing extra animamf and actually 
too. Socrates taken by himself is a particular, because of 
the particular elements that make up Socrates, which partic- 
ular elements individualize the universal nature in him; 
but humanity and animality are universals, because they are 
common to a number of individuals, and that whether the 
mind acts or not. The only complement the universal receives 
from the intellect is that of being predicated of a number 
of individuals; for in predicating the universal the mind 
abstracts entirely from the individualizing principles which 
always hover about it extra animam. 

r:)y3 nnDwn niron mu^^ no to stsn^jnn -in^i (foi. 256 ff.) 
• . • DpDD nn '»nyi '»d^ ^bb^'2 ri)r\T\ '^^:m '^:^^ d:i ••yi nin« ^bb3r\ 
m^ ^DD my\ mic^inz v^idd i-id:) ••n^n \a^ pn m^ ••^tentfi^ -iDi^:j') 
m^"^ Ti^b in ni«'' ^"^^ i2in D :) D ^^ ^Dtc^n 53 mm nv onn d-'^-idhd 
n^WD -nj;n nmn nv n^^ d'^^-id ^)sai^'^ lyn^D ^bb^ ^d nvn b^'^ pn 

^liD-'tc^ iD-nD nitfin:)^^n j;d^ dd in« tsn^D ni^-ion ni^nnno nnm:)i 
niDiffrT) niD:c^:in j;nto pi i:)dd invD i^iiD-'tc^ iD-nD ni:)vnn yntoi D-^ms 
n-^rr* piN-) n^ni n^bb^ arm hd -iijd ^inn ••toiDD iin'^n dd''^^^ nnpi 
inv "bby^ ^b id D^«2iD:)n nit£n:)^^ni ni:)vnni ni'^to-icn vni^nnnD ^id 
DD2ij? Dso arm ^b^ onn ni^nnnn nij;2iD^^3 nito-iDn ^^^ ind '»d xi'oo 
pn i^in DD^in D'»:iiDni u^T^r\ j?n^ n^ni in^^D -invn ^txirty^yv oyDCDDi 
ni^^DH in 1^ rm^-^ ^b d:i p^^d« Dtc^ntc^ idd tid:) -idi n'^n-^tc^ i^^ byth 

i£b -in« i^t£^i:jD ^^ncn j;d^d ni^D:i: on d«i nrnDntc^ i2iD ddd -in« 
i2in HTD D-i^^D i«-ip'«i D-iDnn i^2iDn^ j?Dton ^in:c^n DDi^y -i2iD on^ m:^^ 
-h-j^ -)V2i cSy ^^m rm^vT\ 1;^'^ i^b^ nrn ^^d bv^^ ^b tetc^n d«i 
in«^:c^'»:c^ n:n-iDD nv^icn onn ni^nnnn ]d totc^oiD ini^^ npi!? nt^i^ 
^^ nn rc^^TD ii^ n^nn n'>'«i'«D b^ ntotc^cnn '•d^ j^:c^:j'»tfi^ no bv niDipra 
wjiD-itc^ 13-nD ntc^i^ -i3in ^Die^n niyjiD^^n Dim teie^a u^ -o ^rmv idd^ 
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b^^ rb)n Diys v:d: rvr\ nr n:c^j^ d^t\ by t^'^: nvrb "2^ a^Tin 
noi^DH HTD n'»''nnni • • . "hb^r^ r\w)iD a^bm:) b'D^n p ]^:yr\ h'ti itfi^^^Di 
bvQ^ i^b nn -wt^ d^t\'2 H^D7rf\ ^intc^n yn^ li^D tetfi6 pn i^intfi^ 
nvii tm ]Q^t^n nm nto:c^Dnni nw^r\ did btra ^^in d^d^^ l?ta teij^ 

. . . D'^^IDD ID TlDi 
"Now, having given the opinions of the various sects men- 
tioned, I may be allowed to present my own view also in 
this matter ... I would say, then, that the universal is out- 
side of the mind, and not separate in its existence from the 
individuals; and it is in every one of the individuals, while 
being at the same time also in the mind. It has an existence 
outside of the mind, for it is the nature of every universal 
to inhere in many, even if we suppose the absence of the 
activity of the mind in this matter. For there is no doubt 
that though humanity and animality are found in Socrates, 
and are individualized by the particular elements in that 
person, still it is the characteristic of ** humanity" to exist 
in many, and of ** animality" to exist in still morej and simi- 
larly with corporeality and substance. And they are indivi- 
dualized in that particular, in virtue of their being universals. 
Now Socrates is a particular, because of his particular ele- 
ments, and the "animality" and "humanity" found in him 
are not more universal than he is, for they become partic- 
ularized by those particular elements in him; but per se 
and by their nature, they exist in more than one. Hence 
species, genera, and the rest are outside of the mind, 
not as existences apart, as Plato thought; nor yet as 
receiving their universality from the mind alone, as the 
fourth class maintain, but as existing in the particulars and 
in every one of them. For these essences (sc. genus, species, 
etc.), though they are limited by the nature of the particular 
in a subject, still per se they have by nature a common 
character, by virtue of which they exist in more than one; 



36 

and from this point of view they are called universals, though 
the mind were supposed not to act at all. In so far, how- 
ever, as they are predicated of things, they are mental 
concepts abstracted from the particular elements united with 
them, and predicated in a judgment of whatever subject it may 
be by abstraction, specific or generic. This can be done only 
by the mind; and it is through the mind that that whose 
characteristic it is to exist in more than one is predicated 
of more than one. This could not occur without the acti- 
vity of the mind. Consequently, the mind completes the 
being of the universal ... It follows, then, that the universal 
is outside of the mind, by virtue of its common nature and 
existence in more than one. In this the intellect does nothing. 
It is, however, in the mind, as predicated and abstracted. In 
this way it is a concept apart from the particulars." 

This semi-realistic view is attributed by Haur^au (op, cit, 
II, pt. 2, p. 408 f.) to some Franciscans opposed by Occam. 
Haur^au states their view as follows: **L'universel est une 
chose vraie, r^elle hors de Tame, distincte de I'individu 
auquel elle est inherente, mais numdriquement multipliee, 
diversifiee, suivant le nombre des individus. Ainsi disent-ils, 
rhumanit^, qui est en Socrate se distingue reellement de 
rhumanite qui est en Platon ; mais la cause de cette distinction 
n'est pas la nature meme de Thumanite, qui, par elle-meme, 
per se, est universelle et commune; cette cause est la d\&€' 
rence individuelle qui vient saisir, resserrer, comprimer, con- 
trahere, en Socrate, le tout qu'elle lui confere separ^ment, 
distinctement." 

His own view, too, his desire for brevity does not allow 
him to prove by citing arguments, and he devotes the last 
part of the discussion to answering the arguments of the 
two extremes, nominalists and realists. It will be seen that 
the realism expressed here does not tally with the concep- 
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tualism expressed in the earlier part of the work, in reference 
to the subject of logic. As we saw above, Messer Leon 
follows Avicenna in declaring the **conceptus primus", or 
"ens rationis" the subject of logic; as this includes according 
to him the subject-matter of all the books of the Organon, 
except that dealing with the categories which, though they 
belong to "conceptus primus", are treated in that book only 
because of the relation they bear to the "conceptus secundus". 
Thus he calls the universals, genus, species, etc. "conceptus"; 
whereas here he defends the doctrine that they exist extra 
animam, Walter Burleigh (v. Prantl, XIX, p. 298 ff.), who 
also combines a logical conceptualism with a metaphysical 
realism, attempts to bridge over the gulf by modifying 
Avicenna's phrase, "intentiones intellectae secundo", as the 
subject of logic, into ^res secundae intentionis", with the 
emphasis on res. Messer Leon apparently does not find it 
necessary to make his view consistent. 

§ ID. Thj5 details of his commentary offer nothing remark- 
able. They show an intimate knowledge of the works of 
Aristotle, a wide reading in Latin and Hebrew (the only 
languages he knew) on the subject S and a free use of the 
scholastic material, which he was probably among the first 
to make accessible to those who read only Hebrew. 

Among the more important points in his commentary, 
confining ourselves to the Categories, we may briefly mention 
the following. 

To explain the relevancy of the first chapter of the Cate- 
gories, in which Aristotle prefaces his treatment by a defi- 
nition of the terms **homonyms", **synonyms", and "paro- 
nyms", it is said that these three terms correspond to the 
three-fold relation in which the categories may be taken. 

' But see below p. 73 f., 80 f. 
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(i) Their relation to the most general term, "existent" 
(J^!iDi = ens = rh Iv), This is homonymous. 

(2) The relation of each category, as a highest genus, to 
the genera and species under it. This corresponds to sy- 
nonyms. 

(3) The relation of one category to another. This is the 
relation of an accident to its subject; and a predication of 
this nature makes use of a paronymous adjective; thus, in 
the phrase "wise man", "wise" is paronymous from "wisdom*', 
and represents the relation of quality to substance {236). * 

This peculiar interpretation of the purpose of the first 
chapter leads him to give a logical, instead of a purely 
philological, meaning to the term "paronym", and causes 
him further to confine its use to predication per accidenSy 
whereas the predication of the difference, as for ex., rational, 
he does not regard as paronymous, even though rational is 
derived from rationality (ib. b and 237, cf. Topics, 109 ^ 
3 — 12, and the author's article on The Categories of Aristotle, 
Philosophical Review, XIII, p. 521). 

Following the tradition, which goes back to the Greek 
commentators, he completes the list of these terms by adding 
D^D!?nnD :^ diver sivoca (Boetius) =^ hepuvvfJLX (Porphyry, etc.), 
i.e., where there is no community either of name or essence; 
D^Dl")^ = multivoca = Tro^uccvvfix, i. e. more than one name 
for the same thing; D^^^^tfi^D = secundum translationem = 
%(x^Th (j(,£Tcc0opJiv, i. e. metaphorical application of terms; and 
DpoiDD = analoga = x^t' ivocXoyixVy i. e. where a term pro- 
perly denoting one thing is applied to another, because the 
position of the latter in its sphere is analogous to that of 
the former in its sphere; as when we call the base of a 
mountain "foot", because the base of the mountain is to 

» Cf. below p. 83 f. 



39 

the mountain, as the foot of an animal is to the animal 
(236^ and 237c). ' 

Like Boetius, Messer Leon includes under A^j-o?, in the 
definition of homonyms, etc., also description (DUm), and 
concept 01''^)> although the Latin reads "substantiae ratio", 
and the Hebrew of Averroes, TDS? JfTian DHO nn« ^ Tli 
(Heb. Av. 8^).* 

In the second chapter of the Categories, Aristotle makes 
a four-fold classification of existing things (ra Svtx). 

(i) Things predicated of a subject, but not inherent in a 
subject; by which Aristotle means general substance. 

(2) Things inherent in a subject, but not predicated of a 
subject. This corresponds to particular accident. 

(3) Things predicated of a subject and inherent in a sub- 
ject — general accident. 

(4) Neither predicated of a subject, nor inherent in a sub- 
ject — particular substance. 

In this division Aristotle leaves, according to Messer Leon, 
no room for the difference, as the latter satisfies none of 
the four conditions. It does not, however, follow, he says, 
that the difference is neither substance nor accident. It is 
substance, but it comes under the categories not "straight" 
but "sideways", D'm^KI ID D(» -O llffl^ nDNDH ip3 I^K «in 13 
(241 and 263). ' 

I Cf. below pp. 84—5. 

' The references to the Hebrew of Averroes are to Jacob Anatoli's Hebrew 
translation of Averroes' middle commentary to tbe Oiganoa, Ms. Leipzig 
Slate Library, designated by Steiasch. op. c. p. 59, Lp. 41 A. There is a 
leaf missing between 23J and 24. The paging in lead-pencil must have been 
put there after tbe leaf had disappeared. 

^ Intelligendum est hie quod differentia de geoere substantiae est secunda 
substantia, sed non est directe in lines praedicamentali substantiae, sed in- 
diiecte et a latere . . . Burleigh, op. c, f. 25 b. 
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Two conditions are requisite for a thing to be in a cate- 
gory — first, that it be something (DD ")3T T\X^'13t) ; second, that 
it have a particular manner of being (inVD nW2iD JDI^ "b XWm). 
The "manner of being" necessary for an object under the 
category of substance is {a) self-existence (IDliJ? ''iDS IDiy r\r\^'^) ; 
(6) that it be the subject of accidents (onpo!? J^ttn^ H'^H'^tfi^) ; 
which latter is not found anywhere except in substance, 
and most strictly, only in primary substance (244^). * 

Quantity is discussed by Aristotle immediately after sub- 
stance, according to Messer Leon, because it is the accident 
nearest to substance; so much so that many regarded it as 
substance by itself (269). 

The treatment of quantity in the Categories is from a 
point of view different from that in the Metaphysics (A ch. 
13, 1020^ 6f.). There it is divided into species according 
to its essence; here, in relation to measurement (269^). 

A peculiarity of quantity is that it is measured by one 
of its parts. In discrete quantity, the part selected is a 
natural unit. In continuous quantity, the unit is conventional. 
In discrete quantity, it is the smallest possible; in continuous 
quantity, there is no smallest, for it is infinitely divisible 
(270* and 286^).^ 

Apropos of the discussion of the different kinds of quan- 
tity, and their different treatment by Aristotle here and in 
the Metaphysics, where TOTog and ^6^og are omitted, Messer 
Leon quotes D'^tfinDDD Dlip to the effect that Aristotle, unless 
he is specially treating of a given subject, does not mind 

^ See below pp. 85 — 6. 

3 Intelligendum quod in quantitate continua absolute considerata est dare 
maximam quantitatem, ut quantitas caeli, sed non est dare minimam quanti- 
tatem coDtinuam, cum coDtinuum sit divisibile in infinitum. Sed in quantitate 
discreta est econtra; quia in ilia est reperire minimum numerum ut binarium, 
sed non est reperire maximum; quia numerus crescit in infinitum ad divi- 
sionem continui. Burleigh, op, c,^ f. 32. 
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sometimes making statements which are inexact and which 
do ^ not represent his real opinion, but that prevalent at 
the time, leaving a fuller and more exact discussion of the 
subject to its proper place (277). * (cf. Waitz, Organon I, 
284, 316; 293). 

From the point of view from which quantity is treated 
in the Metaphysics, time belongs to the categories per acci- 
dens'y for essentially (DWliDn '•d!?), time follows from motion, 
and motion gets its division from magnitude j so that divis- 
ion, which is one of the properties of quantity, flows from 
magnitude to motion, and from motion to time; whereas in 
the categories, the investigation is from the point of view 
of measurement ("llj''^), and hence, time is a quantity y.x6^ 

CiVTO (277^). 

By ** place" in the Categories is meant the enclosing sur- 
face (^^p^ niO^). Others think it is an extension (pniD) which 
enters the object (DDpD2 D^Di) [ibid,). 

The relative is of two kinds: 

(i) The existentially relative {^y^^V DlDltOlin), and (2) the 
logically relative ('•IDI niD1t02in). The logically relative may 
in reality belong to a different category from that of rela- 
tion. For example, ** knowledge" is a logical correlative of 
"thing known", l)ut in reality it belongs to the category of 
quality (287). The existential relatives are in the category 
of relation, like father and son, master and slave; and of 
these, neither correlative can be understood without the 
other (287^). 2 

There is a difference of opinion concerning relation. Some 

^ Philosophus loquitur hie (sc. in Categoriis) secundum opinionem aliorum . . . 
Burleigh, op, r., f. 31. 
2 cf. below pp. 86 — 8. 
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think that relation is a thing not different from the basis 
and subject (^ttn^ni 1)0^71) of the relation; others think ^hat 
it is different; while a third class believe that it is not a 
thing at all, but only a sign of things, i. e. a word or term 
(:>y^) rQ?Jr\ bl D"^T^^yr\ p*»D) (293 6). His own view, in accordance 
with the realistic standpoint maintained above in the dis- 
cussion of the general question, is that relation is something 
different from the subject in which it inheres (298^). 

Messer Leon amends Aristotle's criterion of "natural simul- 
taneity" {xf/^x 0v(T€t), viz. the impossibility of one existing 
without the other, by saying that this applies only to those 
cases where the two are not related to each other as cause 
and effect. If there is a causal relation between them, the 
condition above mentioned applies, and yet they are not 
simultaneous, the cause preceding by nature the effect 
(302). » 

Fol. 318^ he promises to treat of the last six categories 
in a special essay, and so omits them in his commentary. 

A thing may exist (i) in the mind (!?DtfiD). (2) Out of the 
mind (b^D^b pn). (3) Neither in nor out of the mind, but 
apprehended by the mind (^Dtfi^HD itfi^V b^t^ b^^ pn i^b) ^DtCG n!?). 
This is called apprehensible existence ('»'*315^ DWliD) * ; for ex., 
the negative or privative, privation of sight (mi^")n r\b"b^). 
(4) Neither in the mind, nor out of the mind, nor apprehended 
by the mind (^Dtfi^HD ^m^ t^b d: b^D^b pn i^b) b^^in ikb). This is 
the non-existent {iOiD: 1^^^) (324). 

1 Sciendum quod ilia sunt simul natura quae posita se ponunt, et per- 
empta se perimunt, sic quod neutnim eorum est causa alterius; quia si unum 
illorum est causa alterius, tunc non sunt simul natura quamvis posita se 
ponunt et perempta se perimunt. Burleigh, o^, r., f. 36. 

3 Quae neque existunt in anima neque extra animam et intelliguntur ab 
anima, dicuntur habere esse obiectivum in anima et nullum aliud esse. Bur- 
leigh, op, c,^ fol. 44. 



43 



§ II. TEXTUAL CRITICISM. 

Messer Leon's chief merit historically is that he contributed 
by his work to a better understanding of Aristotle among 
his coreligionists, whose main authority for the Aristotelian 
philosophy besides Averroes, who furnished the only text 
they had, was Gersonides, famous as a philosopher and 
commentator. This contribution was due to his using as the 
basis of his commentary, in addition to the Hebrew text of 
Averroes, also the Latin text of Aristotle, and correcting 
the one by the other. 

Averroes did not know Greek, and his commentaries are 
based on Arabic translations, made either directly from the 
Greek, or in their turn based on Syriac translations from 
the Greek. As the spirit of the Aryan Greek is widely dif- 
ferent from the Semitic Syriac or Arabic, it is to be expected 
that in more than one instance Averroes should misunder- 
stand the meaning of Aristotle, and misrepresent him. This 
would be especially true of a book like the Categories, which 
is largely linguistic in character, and where many a passage 
can scarcely be intelligibly translated into a language so 
widely differing from the Greek as the Arabic. The language 
into which the Categories can best bear being translated is 
the Latin, which, besides being so near philologically to the 
Greek, had for centuries been used in expressing nearly 
related thought. Thus the Latin translations of the Catego- 
ries in the fifteenth century were decidedly superior to the 
paraphrases of Averroes. Messer Leon, therefore, though far 
inferior to Gersonides in power and originality, had the 
advantage of a better text, and availed himself of it. I shall 
now show in detail the use Messer Leon made of the Latin 
text, incidentally attempting to account for the misrepresen- 
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tat ions of Averroes, and pointing out the helplessness of 
Gersonides, as a proof that at least in the Categories he 
used no Latin text. With the exception of one passage in 
the Isagoge, which concerns Messer Leon's interpretation of 
Averroes, I shall confine myself to the Categories. 

Of the three significations of the word yivog given by 
Porphyry in the Isagoge (i f.), the second reads as follows: 
Xsysrxi 5f kx) &KKag 'TriXiv yivog vi kiccio'TOv Tijg ysvhsoaq cipx^f 
aire ocTro rod rsKovTog sire ccTrh tov tottou iv a rig yeyovev 
ouTag y»p ""OphTviv (jt,h iwo Txvrixov ^xf^h ?%5/i/ to yivog, 
"TXKov Sf ^0' 'Hp^xAfoy^, koc) wikiv liivSxpov [jisv &tj(3x7ov sheet 
TO ysvog, liKocTavx Ts *A6}jvx7ov, xx) yip vi 7rxTp)g ipx^ '^^^ 

itTTl T}jg SKX^TOU ySVS^SOOg, SffTTSp KX) TTXTiip, 

This is the abstract use of the term in the sense of 
**birth", "origin". The Hebrew translation of Averroes' middle 
commentary (Lp i d) renders this as follows : n!?nnn by ^i^m 

D'»D^^-i:)J^n Dn** Dl^llJ^m, which Jacob Mantinus (Latin ed. of 
Arist. w. comm. of Aver. Venice 1574, 3E) renders as fol- 
lows: ^'Secundo dicitur (sc. genus) de origine alicuius genea- 
logiae, sive ilia fuit pater aliquis, aut locus. Is tamen modus 
non est in lingua nostra in usu, ut cum quis dixerit genus 
Bassar, et Vandaliam genus Vandalorum." 

The original Arabic of Averroes is not accessible to me, 
there being only two mss. of it in existence, in Florence 
and in Leyden. But the Hebrew translation quoted above 
makes the meaning of Averroes clear. We may translate it 
as follows: "The second meaning of the word genus {DPI^) 
has reference to the origin in respect to descent, whether 
this origin be a person, i. e. ancestor, or a place. This use 
is not found in Arabic, i. e. we cannot call Adam the 'genus' 
of mankind, or Andalusia the 'genus' of the Andalusians." 

The reference is to the Arabic phrase y^^t ^1 = Adam, 
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lit. "father of mankind" (cf. Steinsch. op, c. 75, Annt. 190). 

Now Averroes understands this meaning of yhoq in the 
concrete sense as equivalent to ** father", and thus he says 
that it cannot be so used in Arabic; for whereas the Arabic 
calls Adam the "father" of mankind, it cannot call him the 
''genus" of m^akind. The Hebrew translator, Jacob Anatoli, 
whether because he did not understand the text, or for some 
other reason, does not put the Hebrew equivalent of the 
Arabic J^ ("Itfi'S) meaning mankind, which would be Ul\k '•^2, 
but transcribes the word ")tfiD, which in Hebrew means "flesh", 
and thus obscures the meaning of the passage. Jacob Man- 
tinus, the translator of Averroes into Latin, probably from 
the Hebrew of Anatoli, makes confusion worse confounded 
by leaving out the word "Adam", and writing in Latin 
"genus Bassar", thus converting Bassar into a proper name. 
Messer Leon, who did not know Arabic, is naturally puzzled 
as to the meaning of the Hebrew text "ItC^DD DPT' Dl^^D, but 
he cleverly hits at the truth (207), thinking that ")^!3 is 
used after DD'' instead of Dli^, to avoid the repetition of the 
word Ul\k which precedes Dn\ And he cites also a Latin 
translation of Averroes, as confirming that interpretation. 
That cannot be the translation of Jacob Mantinus from which 
I quoted above, for, apart from the fact that it does any- 
thing but confirm Messer Leon's interpretation, the latter 
could not have used it, as it was not composed until after 
1454, the approximate date of Messer Leon's commentary 
(See Steinsch. op, cit, p. 976 f.). 

Messer Leon, then, mentions another reading TODD DPT' UWr\ 
"Aram is the genus of Kesed", which he rejects as an 
example of genus in the sense of ancestor, since Aram was 
a descendant of Kesed and not an ancestor (cf. Genesis 
XXn, 21 — 2). It may however, he says, be an example of 
genus as applied to place, and this reading may stand, as 
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Aram may designate Mesopotamia, ordinarily called D^Hi D"U<. 
Steinschneider (op, cit. p. 75) is wrong in attributing to Messer 
Leon a reading "ItS^DD, which he traces to Isaac Kimchi, who 
derives it from ItfiDD^. 

Heb. Aver. (Lp 9), in paraphrasing Categ. 1^20 — ^4, reads: 

DH'^^nnD vn'* -ODtc^ siMT'ifi^ v^ry^ ^b niip nnn d^d: nm[>^ u^yvn n^^ 
r\r\^ pnn d3 \h\v^ ^)r\^\ ^d^dd [hn^ nnD r\Ti ^^ nts ^tron m^ pDD 

pwn nnn "II^IDD. "As for genera which are subordinate one 
to another, there is nothing to prevent their differences from 
being of the same species. For ex., 'animaF is divided into 
'aquatic' and 'terrestrial', and the same differences divide 
also 'nutrible,being*j and 'animal' is subordinated to 'nutrible 
being'." 

This is also the reading of Messer Leon (242), who explains 
it properly to mean that the "divisive" differences (= 3/ ^(J>o/j«/ 
iixipeTiKxl of Porphyry, In Categ. 84 — 5) of the lower genus 
will also divide the upper, though, as he adds, not ex- 
haustively. This would seem to prove that the text of the 
Categories Averroes used had the emended reading of Boe- 
thus [ap, Simplic. Basileae 155 1, f. 14^): o(Toct rov vTOKsiizivov 
itx^opa), TO(rccvTxt jcx) rod KXTyiyopou/z^ivou strovrxi ^ 

The Latin translation of Averroes by Jacob Mantinus 
(25 ^G) reads as follows: "Genera vero, quae inter se invicem 
sunt subordinata, nihil prohibet quin credatur quod eorum 
differentiae sint eiusdem speciei, ut exempli gratia, animal 
dividitur in aquaticum, et aereum, et terrenum, per quod 
dividitur et nutribile; animal autem sub nutribili ordinatur. 
Et huius rei causa est quia differentiae, quibus dividitur 



1 This would at least raise the presumption that Averroes did not use 
the Arabic translation of Isaac ben Honein, for that (ed. 2^nker) has the 
ordinary reading. Cf. also the author's article on the Categories of Aristotle, 
Philosophical Review, XIII, pp. 522 — 3. 
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genus superiuSy praedicantur omnino de generibus quae sunt 
sub genere super iori: quia illud praedicatur de omnibus tilts 
generibus, quae stib ipso existunt. Cum ergo illae differentiae 
quibus dividitur genus superius non sunt constitutivae generum 
quae sunt sub illo, tunc dividuntur per eas ilia genera, eo 
pacto quo dividitur genus superius, quia si praedicentur et 
non sint constitutivae, erunt profecto divisivae,'' 

The Italicized portion of the above is not found in the 
Hebrew of Jacob Anatoli (Lp), nor was it found in the 
Hebrew text of Averroes used by Messer Leon as the basis of 
his commentary. This external evidence goes to show that it 
is an interpolation. But there are also internal reasons for 
condemning it. It does not all fit in with the preceding. 
Whereas the preceding cites an example to prove that "divi- 
sive" differences of the lower genus also divide the upper, 
the sequel, in explaining the reason for this, proves that a 
divisive difference of the upper must, unless it is "consti- 
tutive" of the lower, also divide the lower.* The interpolation 
is no doubt due to one who, not knowing of a different 
reading, did his best to harmonize Averroes with the accepted 
reading. Gersonides, too, seems to have had no such addition 
in his text of Averroes or, one feels sure, he would have 
had something to say about it. Messer Leon recognizes that the 
Averroes of his Hebrew text does not fit in with the npnj^D 
rr^liDin, i.e. the Latin text of Aristotle; but says nothing of 
a different reading, though, if he read Boetius and Simpli- 
cius, whom he often quotes S he must have been aware of 
the suggested emendation. It seems also that the Latin 
translation of Averroes used by Messer Leon, which was not 
that of Jacob Mantinus, as we saw above, had no such ad- 
dition, or Messer Leon would have mentioned it, for he 
makes use of it now and then, though rarely. 

1 See below p. 73 f. 
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Averroes misunderstands Categ. 36 10 — 21. He regards 
the passage as an argument to show the difference between 
primary and secondary substance; whereas it quite as truly 
aims to bring them together as against the other catego- 
ries, for ex. that of quality. Averroes' error especially con- 
cerns the bearing of lines 18 — 21, which he understands as 
a further argument to distinguish secondary from primary 
oif^lx, while as a matter of fact the lines in question disting- 
uish secondary oMx from the category of quality. He there- 
fore renders the passage (Lp 11) as follows: 

^^t^r\ t^)rr\ vbt^ noin D2ij?n by mi'^ d:)d« tvr\ Diij? b^^ stsD'' isdi 
a^^m bv ^y\'^ DiDi^ urw li^iSD ddd -isin o'^^itc^i^in a^mvn d« 
D«i -)DDD3 irok 121 mi arrhy DniDtro mv^ no '•d uD^bt^ nDin 
niDtra DDiDin^ Dn'^^j; oniDn niDts^ idit isd n^^:^i^ n^t^^yn 
vbi< riD-in by r\v nn^^ w^^^i^n r\Ti^ niDpDS Dnitt^j;n!? i^^ n^^m 
i^'^ym mt^ ]Div^ no-) r\i^i^ ^j; nv d^dj^ b:ii< p ]^:yr\ ]w 
i^ini iWNin D2iyn ^y ^miM niiDn Dtc^D iD2ij;n in^^ iij^'i^ ai;r\ nib 
^!?D3i •«nni Dii^n DiDi^i iD^n v^i^ noin !?j; u iiv d^dj^ idvi i^^w 
i^b ar\b^]D D-'nin i^i^ ntncn nr dj; dd^ d-'D-i ^j? id nr :iiDni I'^on 

♦nmn D2iyD tynon 

This is translated into Latin by Jacob Mantinus (30^, I, 
Particula undecimd) as follows: **Videtur autem quod omnis 
substantia significet substantiam singularem individuam. De 
primis quidem substantiis nemo dubitare potest hoc esse 
verum quod significant individua ipsa; eorum enim nomina 
unicam rem numero significant. De secundis vero substan- 
tiis videtur quod nomina, quae eas significant, similantur 
nominibus significantibus illas: quia similantur nominibus 
individuorum, vel quia sunt in usu pro nominibus individuorum, 
quae quidem significant individuum. Sed res non ita se habet : 
sed significant quodcunque individuum contigerity cum subiec-. 
tum huius nominis non sit unum in se, quemadmodum est 
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nomen quod significat per formam suam primam substantiam, 
nam Socratis et Platonis nomen significat individuum tantum, 
sed homo et animal, et denique species et genus multa sig- 
nificant: licet distinguantur huiusmodi multa ab aliis, non 
distinctione, quae sit tantum signum, ut distinguit album id 
quod denominatur per ipsum, sed distinctione per essen- 
tiam rei." 

It will be seen that while he has the general meaning of 
the passage, he, on the one hand, misses the precise signifi- 
cation of roie Tt and Trotov ti and, as a consequence, on the 
other hand, misunderstands the bearing of lines i8 — 21 as 
pointed out above. 

The origin of the error is to be found in his Arabic text 
of Aristotle, which, if it was that of Isaac ben Honein (cf., 
however, above, p. 46, note), renders Trotov rt (rtjfixlvat by 

s^^^ ^\ ^ JJG* L^l (ed. Zenker, 11, line i). Now the phrase 

^(^ l5'' which the translator, assuming that he understood 

the Aristotelian text, meant to be taken as an indirect inter- 
rogative, Averroes took as an indefinite, in the sense of 
"anything whatsoever". At least so the Hebrew translator 
understood Averroes, and rendered him by the words spaced 
in the above quotation, pirt^ TIDI H^ bv nV DUDi^ b'2^ , and 
the Latin Averroes follows the Hebrew, rendering it as 
italicized above, "sed significant quodcunque individuum 
contigerit". The Arabic term for the category of quality 

[ttoiov) is v^^t, and hence ^,3-^ ^5! did not suggest to Aver- 
roes what TTOIOV Ti does to us. Moreover the Arabic reading 

(Zenker, ib. line 6) U J,U ^^ ^^ o"^^^"^- ^"^^ ^-H^'j ^- ^• 
ievripav yxp fiovov Ttvk oi(rixv (T>jizcciv€t, in place of the true 
reading (Categ. ib. 20 — 21), Troiiv yxp rivx oiktIccv (ryjf4,cclv€t , 
further tended to obscure the bearing of the passage to 
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Averroes' mind, and led him to think that the object of 
Aristotle was to emphasize the difference between secondary 
and primary ov(rlx. 

Now if Gersonides had used a Latin text, he could not 
have failed to note the error of Averroes, or at least the 
variation. His silence is a sure proof that he used nothing 
besides the Hebrew Averroes. Messer Leon, as might have 
been expected, notes the difference between the two texts, 
and prefers the Latin, as giving a better connection to the 
thought. 

D i D i^ jfc^Dn iDi^itt^ DipDn nniiin npnynnt^ yir\^ my\ (264 f.) 
no nn'^fc^ nr d^dj^ mo^ii^ Iditd t^idi ni^i^ by nr 
ini!?nic^ r\Db ]'2)bn ^D'D no r\)D^t^ by )^v ^br\)D:ii^b b:ii^ 
]'^Dr\) a^iDHi n'lpD i^^n^ nn^'^^n by ui^ ^-d m*iD li'^^ 
b}n bb^'D yntD by nv n!?i^tt^ nn ]ym "idi Diiyn nn'»i^ D''!?'»n:iD 
niD-'i^ inp-^ niD^ifc^n nn iwn ninDn )b ^^i^ nmn ^'»n:iD i^)r\^ no nino 
nw •'D^i -^D^^y im yt^ iiid i^t^i tm^ bi:ir\:i nofc^it^ idd ''nino 

. p*i^n y^^yo idj^ic^ dd nnv i^p"^ npnynn 

The spaced in the above is a literal rendering of Boe- 
tius' translation (p. 27 ^K), "sed magis quale aliquid signi- 
ficant. . . . Non autem simpliciter quale quid significat, quem- 
admodum album (nihil enim aliud significat album, quam 
qualitatem) at species et genus circa substantiam qualitatem 
determinant". And the above quotation from Messer Leon 
may be translated as follows: 

^'You must know that the Latin translation instead of 
reading as here, *sed significant quodcunque individuum con- 
tigerit', reads 'sed magis quale aliquid significant. Non autem 
simpliciter quale quid significat, quemadmodum album, (nihil 
enim aliud significat album quam qualitatem), at species et 
genus circa substantiam qualitatem determinant', etc., and 
the meaning is that these (sc. genus and species) designate 
a universal Cpv(rtg, and an essence which limits the object 
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containing that essence. This quality is called essential qua- 
lity, as has been said in the case of the difference, that it 
is predicated 'in eo quod quale quid est essentialiter'. And 
according to this translation there is more relevancy in the 
statement concerning whiteness." 

Another interesting passage, involving a comparison of 
the Latin text and a discussion as to the meaning of roTTog, 
is found fol. 273. The Aristotelian text in question is found 
Categ. 5^ 8 — 13: TCxXiv roTrog toov (jvvsx^v itrTi. tottov ydcp 
Tivx Tx Tov (rdf^xTog f^opio^ axTsx^h ^ ^pog tivx koivov Spov 
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(TVVCCTTTSl' OUKOVV KXt TX TOV TOTTOV fj(,OptX , X KXTSX^i SKXtTTOV 

TOOV TOV ^cif^xTog f/^opluv , TTpog TOV xvTov opov avvxTTTSi Tcpog 3v 

KXl TX TOV (TOiflXTOg (XOptX. 

Hebr. Aver. (Lp 12, lis. 22 f.) renders it as follows: Di^l 

^nitfi^ byiyi ' (ipn p!?n) ipnT nrr\ n^KbD-^ umn ^pbr\^ -^zh Dipon 

P d:i rfmn ^^33 )p2T DpDn "^pbn^ y^T\D \D nt^; or as the 
Latin Aver. (34 F) has it, ^ Locus quoque, cum particulae 
corporis in eo contineantur, et in terminum communem 
copulentur, oportet ergo ut particulae loci copulentur ad ter- 
minum communem etiam." This implies only that the parts 
of TOTTog have a common boundary, as do the parts of 
(TOO fix f without necessarily intimating that the boundaries are 
the same, and that all the boundaries of (^afix are also the 
boundaries of TOTTog . This reading of Averroes, Messer Leon 
remarks, is different from that of the Latin translation, 

which he renders: pDT It^i^D r]nil£^D by2y2 ipni'' DpDH ^pbvi^ 
DBOn p^, ^'that the parts of place are held together by 
the common boundary which holds together the parts of 



* The words in parenthesis are most probably an error of the copyist. 
They do not make sense and were not found in M. L.*s text, nor are they 
found in the Latin Averroes of Jacob Mantinus, Venice 1574. 
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body", and which fairly represents the Latin of Boetius in 
the Venice edition of Aristotle, 1574, "ergo et loci partes 
... ad eundem communem terminum copulantur ad queni 
et corporis partes". 

According to this reading, which is that of our Greek 
text, the parts of place may have a surface as their common 
limit, like the parts of body. To this Messer Leon objects, 
as being opposed to Aristotle's statement in the fourth book 
of the Physics {212 a 28?) that roTog has no divisibility in 
depth (pDiyn 12iD pbnJTiD "^rh:! ^T\ Dpon). Since, therefore, it 
can have only two dimensions as the surrounding limit of 
a solid, its parts can have as a common boundary only a 
line, like the common boundary of the parts of a surface; 
which is opposed to the Latin reading. The only way, 
Messer Leon suggests, to reconcile the Latin text is by 
adopting Averroes' statement in his 'great' commentary (on 
the Categories? Cf. below pp. 78 — 9), that Aristotle treats 
here of riTTog not in its true character as a bi-dimensional 
surrounding limit of bodies, but, according to beliefs current 
in his day, as filling up the interstices of bodies, and hence 
as a tri-dimensional being co-extensive with bodies, and thus 
having the same common limits of its parts as bodies. 

ipnT DpDH -^pbn^ ]ia:i moifc^ nniiin npnynnt^ yi) (Foi. 273) 
Dt^anic^ >pi!i'» i^b^ mi"^ m Dic^an p^n )p'2T ^^ta rpw2 !?n» 
HD -"DD pDiyn i)iD pbnno -^n^n fc^in Dipon d^dj^ TOt^n vpbn )p'2i^ 
]D)iCi r\r\wo ^inan vpbr\ pnT Sk n:m -^yntD yot^riD '•y^'nin li^nnntfi^ 
infc^n nifc^^'M tB ij^dd idij^i ^ipon nDnon pn bi ntDic^n p puyn 

DpDn m^ DpniDni Dpi a^np^o i^^D ^)t\ n^rw onn D^'D'^n DDiDnntc^ 

DDpDHI DpDH p!?n IH'' VH Him DHH D'^npiH D-^fc^^D VH Dnyi '•D^ 

pm*" ivi^:i ntD^n fc^in:^^ p^nwon ^n:in:5^ y^^r\Dn p n'^n nr^ DpD !?Dn 
Dpon p^n D2D^^ DpDH p^n pm** iDiijrn ^in:in 1n1^^n umn p^n 
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rjn^itTD ^d:i DpD^ nvn n'»'«nn''*i npnn '•roi^D D'^uiDipn mno "id!? i^in 
DpD !?Dntt^ T\i^ r^rmo !?n:i dh^ tr^ amn "^pbjw D^'j^n muj^tt^ no!? 

nnj^ p]^*'^^ ^''^^ •^''•^'''^ '°W"i '•D^ Dnn Dprnon vrr* Dtt^an p^n ont^ 
luii^'in DD riT )y^iT\ i^b oi^^ t^bi^ umb '»D'»iD mw r^^n 5i on-'iic^!? 
ten *iiDD r]piDn Dt^:int^ iiiD vpbn in pnT" nm^^D ^ina )b ^-^ oipDnic^ 
i2i teD ini{^ f]y^n 5k pmno i<in Dt^:intt^ in^^ic^ nti . nniic^D ^n:i i!? 
i!? n'Ti^tt^ HTD y^^nn-^) no ntDic^ rr^n*' n^ni Si pmnD i<in opDn j^int^ 
^*D:in riT m^tr i^^ DDpDn pyn it^^^D ip^n in ipm*" ^niic^D ^^in:! 
• "li^nnn it^i^D r]p»n i^inic^ ipn i^^i^ np''^^ V^^^ ^^^^ ntDic^n 

"Know that the Latin translation reads here — *that the 
parts of place join in the common boundary in which the 
parts of body join'. But this does not seem to be correct; 
for the parts of body can have a surface as a common 
boundary, whereas place is indivisible in depth, as is ex- 
plained in the fourth book of the Physics.* If so, its parts 
can have a common boundary in the same way as a surface 
has, namely an imaginary line in the surrounding body. 
Averroes says here in his 'great' commentary, that the phi- 
losopher is not discussing place here in its true meaning, 
but according to the opinion current in those days, that 
bodies are full of little holes, and the interstices which, 
according to their opinion, constitute place, fill those holes. 
And hence the parts of place, and the parts of bodies occu- 
pying place are everywhere together. From this would neces- 
sarily follow, that the common boundary, namely the surface 
which joins the parts of body, should also join the parts of 
place. In reality, however, the parts of place join in a line 
on the surrounding limit, as we have explained. Now, accord- 
ing to the statement of Averroes in the commentary above 
mentioned, it appears that his opinion here also (sc. in his 
middle commentary) is, that Aristotle's treatment of place 
here is according to the view of those who believe in a 



54 

vacuum; and then it would follow that place has a common 
boundary; because we see that the parts of body have a 
common boundary, since wherever the parts of body are, 
those interstices are also, according to their opinion. Then 
they would both have one common boundary, namely the 
surface in the interior of the body. But though we do not 
share this opinion, still we made clear that place has a 
common boundary where its parts meet; because the body 
surrounded by it has a common boundary. For since body 
is continuous, that which surrounds it on all sides, viz. 
place, is also continuous; therefore it is some surface; and 
hence it follows that it has a common boundary where its 
parts join, as is the case in the body occupying place. 
This boundary, however, is not a surface, as in the body 
which is surrounded, but a line, which is in the surrounding 
body, as has been explained." 

Fol. 280 and b is very interesting as showing in the first 
place, that Messer Leon has the commentaries of Gersonides 
in view, whether he mentions them or no. Secondly, that 
he likes to differ from him, if he can (cf. below pp. 93 — 108); 
and thirdly, that he represents an advance on Gersonides, 
in that he has a translation of Aristotle's text of the Cate- 
gories, whereas Gersonides had only Averroes, and appa- 
rently never saw Boetius' Latin translation of the Catego- 
ries; at least he never mentions it, and betrays no knowledge 
of it in his notes. 

In Categ. 5^ 15 — 37 Averroes finds three conditions 
necessary to constitute that species of quantity characterized 
by Aristotle in the words; ix Haiv sxovtoov Trpo^ ckKXviXx roljv 
iv ciVToJg (jLOploov (TwhrviKs. These three conditions are, as 
Heb. Aver, has it (Lp 12b), (i) IH'' Vp^H WIC^, (2) ta rvrv^V 
^3:i1D 12iD DHD ir\^, (3) ^n:i1D ISin pimi, i. e. (i) nhat its parts 
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be together", (2) "that every one of them be in a definite 
place", and (3) "touching a definite side". To this view the 
following phrases in Aristotle no doubt gave rise: (ib. 27) 

TToog XV TouTO 66<nv Tivk s^oi; {id, 18) kx) exotg xv hx^x(3fTv 

XX) XTTOIOVVXI OV SKXtTTOV KSItXI iv TCji ^TTlTreiCfiy KX) TTpOg TTOIOV 

fiJptov rav ^oiTToiv trvvxTTTst. Now the word in^ (together), in 
Hebrew, is ambiguous, and may refer either to time or 
place ; and Gersonides, in order to make Averroes consistent, 
who denies all the three conditions to number ("IDDDD Di^l 
rwb^n )bm ini^ VpbrO i^)iD^ i^b), finds it necessary to explain 
"in^ in a spatial sense. Messer Leon, who had the Latin text 
of Aristotle before him, interprets the first condition to 
mean (fol. 279) Dnn^m Dp!?nn DTDy, i. e. in a temporal sense. 
The question then arises (280), how can Averroes deny all 
the three conditions to number? Besides, in the Latin text 
only the last two conditions are denied, and nothing is said 
of the first. 

His first solution is that the Hebrew translation of Aver- 
roes is corrupt. He then makes a provisional attempt to 
save the text by assuming that 111^ has a spatial sense; but 
if so, he objects, the second condition is identical with the 
first, unless we split hairs and say that the first requires 
merely position in some place in general, while the second 
requires a definite place. This he does not find satisfactory, 
as it does not seem to be the meaning of the text. The 
argument against the spatial interpretation of IPI^ is then 
further enforced by pointing out that the ground on which 
Averroes further on denies the first condition to time and 
speech is Dipn DHD nn^nDil II'^IC^'' t<b^ HD^ in'' Di'^J^t^, which 
shows that he takes ITH^ in a temporal sense, and therefore 
the passage denying it to number must be corrupt. Finally, 
he makes another attempt to reconcile the difficulties by 
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explaining ID^ to imply two conditions, one temporal, the 
other, requiring the existence of all parts in one subject. 
(This second is due to Albertus Magnus; cf. Franciscus 
Toletus, Commentariay etc. Coloniae Agrippinae, 1575, p. 6^, 
lines 49 — 51). Neither of the two applies to number, for 
the number three, say, must reside in three different subjects. 
The fact, however, still remains that the text of Aristotle 
does not exclude all the three conditions from number. 
Messer Leon, therefore, decides that the Hebrew text of 
Averroes can be saved by supposing that Averroes mis- 
takenly understood Aristotle's first condition in the two-fold 
way indicated above. 

The following discussion is a good instance of a confusion 
arising from translation into another language. It involves 
the following passages in the Categories, which, to facilitate 
comprehension, I shall quote first in the original, following 
each by its paraphrase in the Hebrew Averroes of Ana- 
toli (Lp). 

(i) Categ. 2a 2, Aristotle gives as an example of the cate- 
gory K6i<T6xi ivXKBlTXlf XxSl^TXl . 

{la) {Lp 96 4) ntt^l*"*! nOD T\Dm mTiT)), i.e. "An example 
of K€i76xi is 'reclining' (ptc.) and 'sitting' (ptc.)." 

(2) (Categ. 6b 11 — 14) sctti Vs kx) vi ccvcijcM(ng ko) vj (TToi(n^ 
Kou VI Kxisipx dhatt; Ttvsg, vj Va 6i(ng Tciv Trpog Tr to ia ccvx- 
Ka7(rdat i} hrxvcci i} Kxd^tricct, xvrx f^h ovk al(rt dhatg, Trxpa- 
vvi^ooq 5J XTTO Tuv alpvjfiavuv ii^acov ^.iyaroci. 

{2 a) (Lp. 13*) p niiDHi '^'^ior^ p on nn'»i£^''ni nToyni nnonni 
Dnmn p ta« niion p Di'ii^ n^^'^i yoT'y nD*" d^dj^i no ii^n r\^'^)iDr\ 

niiOn ^'Om'2 ^^^ ^ niiDn p on^ U^r\ inut^. « 'Reclining' (noun), 
'standing' (n.), and 'sitting' (n.), belong to 6hi(;\ and dhit;, 
in a way, comes under relation. But 'is reclining', 'is standing', 
and 'is sitting' do not belong to ihig^ but to those things 
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whose names are derived from Simg, i.e., to those things 
which belong to category kiJo^Ski." 

(3) (Categ. 116 8 — 10) etp^TKi Si xos) iiTrif rou KtTjSxi Iv 
raJi vfdq ti, Sri xxpuvufiug otwi rav Sia-euv xiysrxi. 

(3fl) (Lp ijb) fi-its3Dn io«D TjJUD 3SDn "by^ crcnr\ ran i33> 
■iD«Dn nro dddhi DDiwrn FiToimn idndd naonm ra^sipn 13. "The 

things belonging to xsTirixi have already been mentioned in 
the section on the category of relation, and it was said 
that they are the things whose names are derived from the 
category of relation, for example, 'sitting' {ptc), 'reclining' 
(ptc). For 'lying' (n.) and 'reclining' (n.) belong to relation, 
while 'lying' (ptc.) and 'reclining' (ptc.) belong to this cate- 
gory {i, e. xeTa'ixi)." 

In the Greek passages it is to be noticed that KeivSxi and 
isa-ti; are two diiferent things. The former is the name of 
one of the ten categories, the latter is a species under the 
category of relation. From (2) we see that the nouns xvaK^ivi?, 
arxa-ii, etc., being Siirtig, come under relation; but the infi- 
nitives avxKsTaSxi, eiTTxvxi, etc. are not dijsig , and hence do 
not belong to relation. They are derived from the Shm;, 
and according to (3) are classed under KcTtrSxi. Evidently 
Aristotle uses the infinitive to represent the verb as a whole, 
for in (i) the example of xeicSxi is not the infinitive, but 
the third person singular present of the indicative. Standing 
for the verb as a whole, the infinitive in (2) represents the 
concrete, as against the nouns ivaKMatg, arxun, etc., which 
denote the abstract. 

In the paraphrase of Ayerroes the following points are 
worth noticing. The present indicative in (i) is renderec 
the participle in (la). This is due to the Arabic text A 
roes used. Isaac ben Honein {ed. Zenker, 5} has also 
participles LJLs- jCJL*. In (za) Averroes renders the in 
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tives of (2) by the third person singular of the imperfect, 
Dtfi^'^l lyoy^) 3D\ This too goes back to the Arabic translation 
of the Categories ^ ; and while it is not a literal rendering 
of the Greek in this particular instance, it does not mis- 
represent the meaning of Aristotle, as we saw before, since 
he himself uses the finite mood in (i). 

The words DliDD "IDi^DD l^i^ bl are not represented in the 
Greek at all, but the statement is correct that the concrete, 
as expressed in the verb forms, comes under the category 
K6T(r6oii , as we see from (i) and (3). 

In (3^) Averroes adds an illustration, in which he again 
uses the participle pDDODW) to represent the verb form 
which comes under x€T<r6xi. So far all is clear. The con- 
fusion spoken of in the beginning of this section occurs in 
Mantinus' Latin translation of Averroes, as it appears in 
the Venice edition 1574, and there is evidence, as we shall 
see later, that the error was much older than Mantinus. 
Mantinus' rendering of (2a) reads as follows: 

(26), (39^ D) ^'Sunt quoque ad aliquid accubitus, et statio, 
et sessio; sed dicere sedet et iacet sunt ex praedicamento 
positionis; positio vero est aliquo pacto ad aliquid. Sed 
dicere stabit, iacebit, sedebitque, non sunt de praedicamento 
positionis, sed dicuntur esse ex his quibus'inditum est nomen 
a positione; hoc est ex his quae sunt in praedicamento 
situs." 

Apart from the three-fold division — noun, present indicative, 
and future indicative, for which there is no ground in the 
original, and which I shall discuss later, a phrase like "prae- 
dicamentum positionis" is absurd. In the Latin translation 
of Boetius, "positio" corresponds to iitrig , and /situs" to 
)cs7(r6xi . The latter can be called praedicamentum^ the former 

» Cf. Isaac ben Honein (ed. Zenker, 20) (j*J^. ^l ^^, ^t ^^vL^qj. 
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not. Positio is only a species under the praedicamentum 
"ad aliquid", not itself a praedicamentum. We must assume 
that by the phrase ** praedicamentum positionis", however 
incompatible the two terms in juxtaposition, the writer 
meant either what Aristotle calls U<7iq y or what he calls 
Ks7<r$»t, Now from the last sentence, where "praedicamentum 
positionis" is contrasted with "praedicamentum situs", the 
only conclusion to be drawn is that he means by the former 
expression isatgy since there is no doubt at all that the 
latter is Keltrdxi. But if so, the words "sed dicere sedet et 
iacet sunt ex praedicamento positionis" are in direct con- 
tradiction to (i), where Aristotle distinctly tells us that 
iviKeiToci and Kci&>jTxt belong to kb1(t6xi . Besides, the distinction 
made between present and future is absolutely without foun- 
dation. It is clear, therefore, that the Latin passage is hope- 
lessly confused. The question is how did it come to be 
confused, and the answer is not far to seek. It is due in 
the first place to a confusion between Hcrig and Keltrixi, in 
the second, to the fact that the Hebrew imperfect is used 
both as a present and as a future, and in the third place, 
to Averroes' rendering of (3), in (3^). 

In Greek, as was said before, K67(r6xi and 6htg are distinct. 
The former is the name of one of the categories, the latter 
that of a species under the category of relation, and it also plays 
a part in the division of quantity into 6i(nv sxov and 6hiv 
oifK €Xov^ In the Latin of Boetius, situs = K€7(rixt, 3,nd positio = 
ii(Tt(;, In the Arabic of Isaac ben Honein, cyto^ = x£7(rtf<%/ , 

and f-^toj = 6i(yig , and the distinction is kept throughout. 

But one sees that the roots are the same in the two words, 
and the danger is present of their running together. In the 
Hebrew of Anatoli, the terms, as found in Lp, are nn^H = 
KsTcdxt , and D!iD = iia-ig . But the distinction is not kept, and 
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one is used for the other. Thus Lp 12 a io = Categ. 46 
21 — 2, we have properly D!iD = ii(ng; Lp 12a 25 — 6 = Categ. 
5^ 15 — 16, we find nnin = tffV/^, and still further we have 
DIJD = K€7(r6at , and there is a heading DJiDD IDi^D (= x^tj^- 
ycp/ij: Toti K€7(T6at), The confusion is now complete, and it 
probably led to the interpolated clauses in (3^), which is a 
translation from the Hebrew, as follows. 

The phrase in (2 a) nJiDH ]D DH rO^^'^T]) HTDyni nnODni 
was understood to mean DliDD IDfc^DD. This is at variance 
with (la), where as an example of D^iDD IDi^D or nn^D, as 
it is there called, are given the participles DtCH''^ ^DD not the 
nouns DTIC^^ DDDH. Hence the interpolation of a clause, as 
the Latin has it, ^'sunt quoque ad aliquid" before ^'accubitus 
et statio et sessio". Then a subject had to be found for the 
phrase (2 a) SJiDD p DD, and, in accordance with (i^) and 
(3 a), the words interpolated again were DtCH^I DDD *, which 
somehow became in the Latin ^sed dicere sedet et iacet", 
while the words 2"^) l^DV^I DD^ were taken as futures, and 
the Latin has "stabit, iacebit sedebitque". 

Now it will be easily seen that, according to this new 
arrangement, the last sentence in {2 a) contradicts itself. In 
the sentence before the last we are told, according to the 
interpolated reading, that the participle, (or the present 
indicative after Mantinus), belongs to Ksiadxi or DJiDD p = 
DliDn "IDi^DD . Then in the last sentence it is said that the future 
is not niiDH p (= niiDH ^'Om^ = Ksltrdxi), but belongs to those 
things whose names are derived from D!iD, i. e., to those 
things which are DliDn "IDJ^DD = KsTtrdai . This is a plain con- 
tradiction — the future is not Keitrdxi, but it belongs to those 
things which are Ksltrdxil This difficulty led Gersonides, who 

* Such was the reading of the Hebrew text of Averroes which Gerso- 
nides used. Cf. Venice edition 14^0, "et accubans est de praedicamento 
positionis". 
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had the interpolated text, to construe the last relative 
clause, DliDD '^Di^J^I l^ik ^, as in apposition with DJiDD preced- 
ing it, whereas the form of the sentence requires us to 
coordinate the clause in question with 'D1 U^T) "lUit^, both 
of which are dependent on D^IDin. 

Messer Leon (289 d) has a correct text but does not get 
the proper sense out of it, understanding DJiDH |D as = 
DliDD IDfc^DD, and saying, what Gersonides wrongly, though 
excusably, said before him, that D'OV"^) Dt^^ DD'' belong to the 
category ^VD'^tt^ (= ttqisIv), though it is at variance with (3), 
where Aristotle distinctly asserts that the ** denominatives" 
treated in (2) belong to KsJaixi. It is strange also that Messer 
Leon does not note the different reading of Gersonides. 

Averroes' misunderstanding of Categ. 66 32 — 37 is due 
in the first place to an ignorance of Greek, and secondly, 
to the fact that the expression 1. 33 tt^viv rg tt too (ret hioTs 
^tol(T6i KXTx T^v Af^/v, reminds one of the similar expres- 
sion used in the definition of Trapdvvfia {la 11) o(tx ccttS 
Ttvog iixCpipovTX TTJi TTTciffsi ri^v Kxrk Toilvofix Tcpotjvjyoplxv l;^£/. 
Averroes accordingly takes the line in question to mean 
that some correlatives have a common root, and one is 
derived from the other by a change in inflection. This 
happens to suit the examples that follow, in Greek, Arabic 
as well as Hebrew — £7n(TTij[^yi){s7ri(TTviT6v; xM}^7tg){x}(riv]Tov; 
jJU: )( j^yisw; ^j..^ )( (j^j-MC^; n^T )( yiT; tSHH )( t^HID. Strange 

to say, Messer Leon acquiesces in the error of Averroes. 

Categ. yd 31 — 3 reads: oJov kx) tov kvk^ov TSTpxyoovKri^og 
stye s<TTiv s7ri(rT>jT6v , iTn^Tijfi^ filv xvtov ovk etrriv ovisTrco, 

Heb. Aver. (Lp 14 b) renders it : iHniC^ntfi^ b\ysr\ VVn HD ^l^ni 
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^DTT {^2iDnt^ ^^m ''H y)T '•n^n i^in dj^^i nny ly ni^iiDi i<^ injnT 

liy. Or as the Latin Averroes has it (40 Ef.), "ut exempli 
gratia quadratura circuli, in qua conati sunt omnes geometrae 
priores, et adhuc non attigerunt earn, si autem est scibilis, 
eius scientia nondum est habita, et si non est scibilis, eius 
quidem scientia nunquam amplius habebitur". 

The origin of the text of Averroes is due in part to the 
Arabic translation of the Categories of Isaac ben Honein 
(if that is the one he used), which reads (Zenker, 24 line 2) 
for lo*T/i/ oviiTTco , lXju Jc>^ jJ="non amplius erit". Messer 

Leon (303) notes the variation from the Latin text, and 
prefers the latter, on the ground that a hypothetical judg- 
ment (H'^J^in DDlpD) can give no demonstration. 

Heb. Aver. (Lp 15) misses the point of Categ. Sa 19 — 21 : 

jj yip Tig ;^f/p ov >,syaTxi Tiv6g rig ;^f}p i>,^d Tivog ;^f/p, kx) 

VI T)q yceCpxKvi ov XiysTxt rivog Ttg ksC^xXvi St>.KoL Tivog K€(pciXii, 

It is rendered thus in the Hebrew (15), HD TD ^D^"^ ^b ^3 

^tani DID ifc^ DiH T •)Dfc^'» b'ni^ no did ifc^ no aii^n t rrhn nonn 

• D^^'^i^n by id y^Dn bi^ ^ritDiin d^dj^ 

This the Latin Averroes (40^1) renders: ^'Nam non dicetur 
quod aliqua manus singularis sit manus alicuius honiinis vel 
alicuius equi; sed dicetur manus hominis vel equi, et tandem 
relatio fiet ad species non ad individua.". 

The Arabic of ben Honein is correct. It reads (ed. Zenker 25): 

^ (j^t^ ^ ^^ U (j^t^ iul U y^t^ j JUu %. Messer Leon 
(306) acqiesces in the error of Averroes. 

Categ. Sa 33 — 5: Sf TrpoTspog opi(TfjLoq TxpctKoX^uitt fth 
TT&ai Tolq TTpog Tt, OV (z^v TovTo yi hri rh 'TcpSq rt avroTg sJyxi 
TO oiVTCc xnep hriv aTspcov Ksysfrioci. 
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Heb. Aver, seems not to have understood it, and renders 

it thus (Lp ib.) Thnm HiDUtt^ HD b^D Ttt^D HUit^i^in rm:inn "^d 
^b DDi^D n"^tD2intt^ no ric^n rm:inn nw DiOi^i ^"'^^^nD nnt^non 

Or as the Latin has it (ib. L): ^Nam sub prima defini- 
tione potest includi quicquid primo intuitu putatur esse 
relativum, sed sub hac definitione reponitur quicquid est 
vere relativum non prima consideratione levi'*. 

Messer Leon does not note the variation. 

Categ. 12 a 35 ff. was not understood by Averroes. The 
text reads in Greek: to 5f hrspiifrdoci xx) to t^v ?^/y l%f/v 
ovK 67TI (TT6pv}<nq Kx) 6^ig' €^tg fJLSV yxp hTiv jf i^ig, aTipija-ig 
Sf jf TvCpKoTvig , TO Sf ?;^f /v Tyjv o\ptv ovx. 1(ttiv o\pig , ov^i to 
Tu^>.Gv shxi TvCp^oTijg , (TTspvidi^ yxp Tig jf TvCpxiT^g i(TT)v , TO 
Sf TvCpkhv slvxt 6(rT€pii<rixt , ov (TTipyiviq hTiv .... ivTiKslvdxi 

Sf KX) TXVTX ioKSj TO S(rT6pij(r6xi KX) TO TijV 6^1V SXtlV cog (TTS- 

pfi(ng xx) s^ic .... cog yxp jf Tw^KoTvig rg iypsi xvTiKatTxi, ovtco 

Kx) TO TV^^OV shxi TC^ ^Ip/l/ ?%£/!/ XVTIKSITXI. . . . 

Ben Honein (ed. Zenker, 38) reads as follows: ^t u^-^-^Jj 

O^S>yJi ^1 % ynj^\ j^ yoJI J^^jJ ^1 jmJj ^J^^ LutStj X5Xc 

oy^3 • •*"• L$^' o'^ ->^ ^^ r^' ^ Lr^-5 /^' r^^ o' ^ 

^^^4x^1 dJJ^ yaJI JoLftj ^_^l Ur ^li . . . SCJOJIj j*JoJ! J^UuT 

The infinitives to hTep^^ixi and tJ riifv f^/i/ ?;^f/i/ are 
expressed by the periphrasis ^^! with the imperfect, which 
may suggest the subject of the action. Similarly the Greek 
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rh SI ru0xhv sJvxt is rendered by ^] oW^ o^- o'''^****^^^ 
an animal is blind". But it is especially Ben Honein's render- 
ing of ovTU Kx) TO rv^xhv elvxi t^ oxl^iv tx^tv by ^c^*^^ {^S}S 

jAAoJt JoUu **so the blind is opposed to the seeing", that 

must have caused Averroes to interpret the passage as he 
did (Lp 1 8): 

r:ipni mynn ^in p:ipn tn i^)i^^ i^i^) y^ypn i:idd ^it^ ""D ^i^i 

p D'b'^:ipo -^y^ Dn p:ipni -nynnifi^ idd d:idj^i . • • pniyn i^in iniyn !?j;d 
iiyn ir)Mr\r\ b^:ipo jniyn Di^ic^ D''!?''DpD -^^^ p a:i dd D^i^inDn 

Or in Latin (SS^H): "Nee qui habitu privatur neque qui 
habitum habet, dicitur privatio vel habitus, ut exempli gratia, 
visus est habitus, caecitas vero privatio eius, habens itaque 
visum non est visus, neque caecus est caecitas. . . Verum- 
tamen quemadmodum privatio et habitus sunt duo opposita, 
ita quoque ilia quae per ipsa denominantur sunt duo oppo- 
sita, nam si caecitas opponitur visui, caecus quoque oppo- 
nitur videnti". 

Messer Leon acquiesces here also. 



§ 12. SOURCES OF MESSER LEON. 

Among the authors, ancient and modern, quoted in the 
course of the work by Messer Leon, apart from Aristotle, 
Porphyry, and Averroes are Plato and the Platonists, the Peri- 
patetics, Archytas, Simplicius, Boetius, Avicenna, Algazzali, 
Albertus Magnus, Burleigh, Gilbertus Porretanus and Ger- 
sonides. 

Of these, his citations of Avicenna {i^y^D ]2i^), Algazzali 
(IDH IDi^), Albertus Magnus (IfcDTDl^J^), and Gilbertus Porre- 
tanus are so few and indefinite that nothing can be made 
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out from the quotations themselves as to the extent of his 
knowledge of these authors '. The last he never calls by 
name, but always as (ni!?nnnn tW IDnD or ^yD), ** author of 
the 'Liber Sex Principiorum'." 

Plato (ptD^Di<) he knew only by hearsay, and never men- 
tions any of his works. He was, however, familiar with his 
theory of ideas and the discussions concerning them, as we 
saw above. Once (f. 354*) he quotes the Platonists (D''i1to!?D^n), 
on the authority of certain commentators (HTD T\DD^ HD ^d!? 
*D^t£nDDn n2ip), that the ^Syog is not conventional, as Aris- 
totle says in the Perihermenias, but by nature (yDtOD miD). 

The peripatetics he calls by their Arabic name D^^tC^, 
but does not know the meaning of the word (cf. above p. 28). 
His knowledge of the other authors mentioned above, I 
shall discuss a little more at length in the following. 

Aristotle: Of Aristotle (ItOD^^) he shows an intimate 
knowledge, and seems to have studied him diligently ^ He 
is to him **the philosopher", and he quotes him on almost 
every page. Most frequently he quotes the Metaphysics 
(^ni^^ no 1DD), the Physics (^J^DtD VD^ = (pv(nK}i xxpox(ng), the 
Ethics (nnon). On the Heavens (Db)Vr\) D^Dtfi^H IDD), and the 
logical works — Prior Analytics (Ifi^p'Tl), Posterior Analytics 
(DDID), Topics (ni2i:i), and Sophistic Refutations (rifc^ytDH). But 
he also cites other minor treatises of Aristotle. 

Simplicius: This commentator (1fc<^2i'>!?DDlfi^) he mentions 
twice, and in both instances together with Boetius whom 
he speaks of more frequently. Messer Leon could have read 
Simplicius; for, although he knew no Greek, there was a 
Latin translation of Simplicius made as early as 1266 (cf. 
Jourdain, Recherches sur les Traductions Latines d'Aristote, 

* See, however, below pp. 78, 80. 

2 Cf. below p. 80. 

3 But see below p. 80 f. 
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p. 73). The question fs whether he read him, and to this 
the following discussion is devoted. 

Fol. 236^, he quotes Boetius' and Simplicius' classification 
of '^homonymy" (Pjinifi^) into homonymy "casu" and homo- 
nymy **consilio". An example of the former is the name 
Moses, as denoting homonymously a person in Jerusalem, 
and another in Rome. The latter is illustrated in the term 
**man" as applied to a real person, and a picture on the wall. 

«in mpDD DSO \!<Tm r\T\VT\^ (read mVTi) D2iyn 12iD Dt^l mpDH 

^ry\vn ^n^ ^\ib^ a^b^r\^:i iDiyn in^^ ^\fh rw^ n^n nt r\T\^ joifc^n 
HT nwi itfi^i^D i^in (read Hiiyn) D!ij;n TJiD fc^intfi? ^'^f^^'^'i '''^'''^ 

The respective passages in Simplicius and Boetius referred 
to are the following: (Simpl. In Categ. Basileae i55i,7^Ef): 

S/%(5^ XkysTxi Tx oy^iivvyLOt, ret [/,h ycip io'Ttv xiro rux^^ (TDptyi 12iD), 

(njiyn lliD) OTxv hccvoi^isl^; rtg xhicig hsjciv rivog , tx xvtx ovg- 
(MXTx sTTii^ , and Boetius {In Categ. ed, Migne, 168^): "Ae- 
quivocorum alia sunt casu, alia consilio. Casu ut Alexander 
Priami filius et Alexander Magnus. , . Consilio vero ea quae- 
cumque hominum voluntate sunt posita." 

The second class of homonymy is further subdivided in 
Simplicius as well as in Boetius. This alone, however, would 
not prove that Messer Leon did not know Simplicius at 
first hand; for he refers us for a complete classification to 
his compendium: ub^ ywiO '''TllipD li^Dnn nn. 

The second citation of Simplicius, again in the company 
of Boetius, shakes somewhat our confidence either in Messer 
Leon's knowledge of Simplicius or in his trustworthiness in 
quoting. 

Fol. 308^, he attributes to these two commentators the 
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statement that s^ig and hMeang differ neither in genus nor 
in species but in number, for their difference is that of the 
youth and the grown up man. Just as the youth is weak 
in the degree of "manness", so the hiietrig is a weak and 
imperfect 'i^tg. And just as the man attains to the perfec- 
tion of the species through years, so f?/^ is a perfect hiietric 
difficult to remove. X'lVrm 1^''ii''^DDt£n l^^ii^fc^'Q IIDi^lfi^ HD nn 

D"':)ifi^n T2iD TDn niD^ifi^ ^i^ i^n ^^^rm iddi noni ifi^i^n pip fc^in i^iyn 

• npnynn ntc^i nb^ (read I'liV) l^:jp i^in p:ipn p 

This statement is true as far as Boetius is concerned. Op. 
cit. 241 he says: **Reliquum est igitur ea (sc. habitum et 
dispositionem) neque genere, neque specie differre, sed nu- 
mero . . . quemadmodum ipse Socrates dum esset parvulus, 
post vero pubescens a se ipso distabat. Eodem quoque modo 
habitus et dispositio." . . . 

Simplicius says distinctly that they do not differ in number 
either, but in time {op. cit. 59^ B): tccv Sf %f:60ov x,x) ^ixH- 
(Teoav oifX ^^ ^^^ el^uv ccjcovstv XP^f ^ixCpopxlq sl^OTTOiolg ^loopKT- 
fiivuv , ug ccvipuTTOc iuopitTTXi xx) (Sovg , «AA' cog xprlroKog Trpig 
Tcv dxfAx^ovTx ^levvivox^ . . . ^^^v' ovVe xptif^cp ^icc(pspsi iKKy,^cov 
ooo'TTsp 'Lajxpccryjg U^cirajvog • oif'Sh yccp I'Sti^ov 7r?^ijiog (Tvv'SpxfAOV 
T>jv Kcci^ xpiifiov hJi(rTX(nv xTspyciorxTO, ^AAi XP^^V ^ioi,<p6p6i y 
cog ri ihtyoxpoviov Ksvzbv tou TO^vxpovtov . 

When we find Messer Leon (f. 277) speaking of Aristotle's 
following in the Categories the views of Archytas (properly 
Pseudo-Archytas) (J^D^'p*)^), we are again inclined to believe 
that he knew Simplicius, for the latter is the locus classicus for 
our knowledge of the views of Pseudo-Archytas. But a more 
careful examination of those passages in which Archytas is 
referred to, and a comparison of them with the commentary 
of Simplicius lead to the conclusion that his authorities for 
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the statements in question must have been other than Sim- 
plicius; and that if he had read Simplicius carefully, he 
would have had to modify one of those statements. 

In all there are two references in Messer Leon to Ar- 
chytas. The first (f. 277) is of a general character, and might 
very well have been gathered from Simplicius. It is, as was 
said on the preceding page, to the effect that Aristotle in 
the Categories does not always give his own views, but 
those current at the time, and particularly those of Archytas. 

n^n rpr) i^rm nob d^i^hd^ '^nta no n^iom iddh nn ^"^y^b trtsn 
D^-QHDn D^DyD^i i^tD^p^t^ nvi i)rTy\ min pn niooniDDn niyin 

■ • •'i^in DDipDD Dnmn n^nn^ iv :iTDn in^ir 

This agrees very well with the opinion of Simplicius (<?/. 
c. 1 3 A), K(x) 1(rcog To7g Uvixyopsiotg iicoXouicav ^ ^(J)' uv rviv irsp) 
rav iiiix ysv^v ^iioc(T}cotKia,v Trxpiho^f^sv . In other places he 
speaks of ^Kpxorxq Ilvixyopsiog, and hence ToTg Uvixyopsioiq 
probably is a reference to the same person. 

The second reference to Archytas in Messer Leon is found 
fol. 278^, and is more specific. Some authorities object to 
Aristotle's putting Xoyog in a class by itself alongside of 
Xpovog and xpiifiog , arguing that if considered from the point 
of view of duration, Arfyc^ is measured by time; if as an 
aggregate of syllables, it comes under number; in neither 
case is it a class by itself. The opinion of these writers is 
that here again Aristotle is not presenting his own view 
but that of Archytas, as proof of which is cited the fact 
that in the Metaphysics ^oyoi; is not mentioned as one of 
the species of quantity. 

That Archytas made ^.oyoi; a class by itself, no one who 
read Simplicius could be guilty of saying. For Simplicius 
has a quotation from Archytas' work, kx6o^iko) K6yot , in which 
the latter classifies ttootJu as follows {op. c, 32 ^Z): r»<; irofri- 
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TtjTog hoc^opx) rpelq • rh (ih yxp oLvrxg ivr) h po7r^ ... tJ 51 
iv fJLsykisi ... TO 5fi 6V 7rKx6et . 

Here Xoyo<; does not appear, and to make sure that Sim- 
plicius did not omit it, wfe find him further on (33 A) quoting 
lamblichus' criticism of Aristotle's omission of poTi^, on the 
ground that if >.6yog is taken as quantity, so should pOTrij. 

But a reference to Burleigh will settle the question both 
for Simplicius and Boetius; so I shall leave the decision to 
the end of the following section. 

Boetius (')i^'^ii''i^n) : (see also under Simplicius). Here the 
question becomes, as far as the quotations themselves go, 
more difficult to decide. For, on the one hand, the refe- 
rences to this author are more frequent and more definite 
than to any other except Aristotle and Averroes. On the 
other hand, some of these very references are inexact, some 
being the very opposite of Boetius' statements; and besides, 
he does not avail himself of Boetius in difficult passages, 
where a reference to the latter would settle the question. 
This latter applies also to his use of Simplicius (cf. above). 
I will illustrate these in detail. 

Besides the commentary of Boetius on the Categories, he 
quotes (f. 274) the De Arithmetical that discrete quantity 
is prior to continuous quantity. 1i^^2i''fc<'Q ^IDID nODIDnn T\iy^pr\\ 

pmnD^ Diip p!?nnDn nDDnic^ iid^d i^tr nDDon p \m\ic\r\ p^ra • 

The passage referred to is no doubt the following [Op, cit. 
1082 B): "Si enim numeros toUas, unde triangulum vel qua- 
dratum, vel quidquid in geometria versatur?... At vero, si 
quadratum triangulumque sustuleris, omnisque geometrica 
consumpta sit, tres et quattuor aliorumque numerorum non 
peribunt vocabula." 

Twice he refers to the De Divisione (npl^nn "IDD). Stein- 
schneider {op, c, 84, § 31) is wrong in identifying npl^nn 
with the De Differentiis Topicis. Differentia is in Hebrew 
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not rp)br\ but bl'2T]. The D^^^lDnn 'D mentioned by Steinsch. 
{op. c. 467, § 278 and Anm. 45) is probably the De Diffe- 
rentiis Topicis^ but the Hptl^nn 'D of Messer Leon is the De 
Divisione, as we shall see. 

The first citation is found (fol. 205) in reference to the 
importance of the five universals, genus, species, difference, 
property and accident, for division. PltWDnn Tb^ HJ^^T H^m 

npi^nn iddd i«d nt^iDD nn npi^nn vmotk b^ riD-nn ^rm ]>^d pi^ 

The passage in question is found De Div, 875 Df.: "Quam 
magnos studiosis afferat fructus scientia dividendi, . . . docet 
. . . ab eodem (sc. Porphyrio) per hanc (sc. scientiam divi- 
dendi), introductionis laudata in Categorias utilitas. Dicit 
enim fore necessariam, generis, speciei, differentiae, proprii 
accidentisque peritiam, cum propter alia multa, turn propter 
utilitatem quae est maxima partiendi." 

The second reference to the De Divisione is found fol. 252 ^ *. 

npi W DD11D'' ntfi^^n ntfi^ytfi? npi^nn iddd i^'iji^i^n • • • ^"Qid • • • li^no 

"It is clear from the words of Boetius in the De Divisione 
which he composed, where it is explained that the division 
of a genus into its species is a division per seT (Boet. De 
Div. 878 D): "Omnis enim vocis et generis et totius divisio 
secundum se divisio nuncupatur." 

Fol. 313^, Messer Leon quotes Boetius' distinction, in his 
commentary on the Categories, between figura (nilDD) and 
forma p^n). 

iDt^i li^nni n:iiDnn pn n:in p!?nD ^r\ ysic^'^^^icc^^ ^^tw ^\^y\ 
DpDD nn li^inn r\p^ n^ni nyiDD id«'> i^vd!? itc^i^ ni^i ••ntan dhti ij^ 

> Steinsch. c*/. cit,^ p. 84, § 31 and Anm, 273, for 252 read 252^; for 
276^ read 274. 
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'^ynn r\W2 noi^n n^iDnni ^n ^ynn id^*' nin^n nts^i^ iiyDni ••Dvn lyn 
DD nj^n-'i D'^baiD D'l^in:! -]in j-'iyn n:iDn ^dm^ i^n -'d Dn^in D'^'^n 
nnyn inii^ npi!?n piDon ptt^D ifc^inn piiyn i^^dd i^^ii^j^in iDt^ifi^ 

♦ Dn!?in li^D li^in n^yn nt^iD dd'^i li^in dd^ i^dh 

The reference is found in Boetius, In Categ. 250 Df.: **Est 
autem figura ut triangulum vel quadratum, forma autem 
ipsius figurae quaedam qualitas est, ut figura quidem est 
triangulum vel quadratum, forma autem ipsius trianguli vel 
quadrati qualitas, unde etiam formosos homines dicimus. 
Figura enim quaedam vel pulchrior vel mediocris, vel alio 
quodammodo constituta, qualitas formaque nominatur." 

Fol. 341, in the commentary on the Interpretation, he 
quotes Boetius' commentary on the Categories, as follows: 

"l2iD DHD -Q'n'» nnD^DD b D^tDI^^^DH Hl^lpHD DID^nDD XWITO bv 

. orb))) 

(Boetius, In Categ. 163 A): "Sed hoc interest quod illic 
(sc. in Perihermenias) figuras vocabulorum dividit, in hoc de 
significationibus tractat." 

If we had only these quotations, we should have no hesi- 
tation in saying that Messer Leon read Boetius at first hand. 
For the references are definite, naming the title of the work 
in which they are found, and giving his thought pretty ex- 
actly. But there are other references to Boetius, some of 
which are inexact, while others even state the opposite of 
what Boetius says. Thus f. 237^ (omitted in Mn), he cites 
Boetius' classification of ^commune' {^Tm^). ubT^ ''l^l p^l 

by rr^rv^ ]Dn^ d-^di!? ^rm^r\ imnts^ Dipon r^^:! '\^'^)i^^y2 id^^ -qd '•d 
y^tM itfi^ontfi^^'i D-'D^nnD u^^brh p^m i^inn -Q-intfi? d^^ d^^d ':id '^^ 
^niti^D mw I'^^yDD iD^i ]zmn "no^ nnn D^p^nn ^zb D-'D^nnD u^^:i\^ 
Tbvrb np^i i^d nrnnn i^inn -Qin rvn^w u^ y^vr\ "^in ^d b^ 
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nrran o'lTiDi o^nm n its^Dnti^-^ i^nn imntc^ Di^ d'idi o'llpyn^ r|nitfi^ 

Dnino ^-^nrtfi^ HDD i^in d^i onipjiyD pn rrri^tfi^ Di^ onn nnmn 
pn «in D«i pnnn!? rp)^o i^n ]rhvn^ id^^-' ]Dii^n nn nniDiiyi 

nt -'D^ ikVi riniifi^Di !?^iD nDi^n nniifi^DD n:n nin:ini d^di D-^ic^i^o 
• o'lDl^nnD Dnn-i !?y iD^iyn ^n^^ pn mv im^ am; ^Db \r\mr\ pij^n 

The passage in Boetius reads as follows {Op. cit, 164D): 
** Commune quoque multis dicitur modis. Dicitur commune 
quod in partes dividitur et non iam totum commune est, 
sed partes eius propriae singulorum, ut domus. Dicitur com- 
mune quod in partes non dividitur sed vicissim in usus 
habentium transit, ut servus communis vel equus. Dicitur 
etiam commune quod utendo cuiusque fit proprium, post 
usum vero, in commune remittitur, ut est theatrum, nam 
cum eo utor, meum est, cum inde discedo, in commune 
remisi. Dicitur quoque commune quod ipsum quidem nullis 
divisum partibus, totum uno tempore in singulos venit, ut 
vox vel sermo ad multorum aures uno eodemque tempore 
totus atque integer pervenit." 

If we compare the two, we notice that Messer Leon omits 
the sense in which the term is applied to a theater, and 
substitutes for it the community of the upper and the lower 
(genus and species?). Besides, he makes a three- fold division, 
with a subdivision of the third into (i) essential, and (2) un- 
essential community; whereas Boetius, following the Greek 
commentators. Porphyry, Simplicius, etc., has a four-fold divi- 
sion with no subdivisions. 

Again fol. 290^, he quotes Boetius as preferring the term 
''ad aliquid"' (-Ql b^) to ^relatio'' {^Vi'i) for the third category. 
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Whereas Boetius (op. cit. 217 B) distinctly says: "Sive 
autem relativa dicamus, sive ad aliquid, nihil interest." 

These errors, however, can be explained as an accidental 
confusion of authorities, but the following argument against 
his direct knowledge of Boetius is a more serious one. 

Categ. i$a 30, Aristotle makes mention of the yvoo(Jt,uv 
as producing aS^yiortg without i^^olacrtg . The Hebrew term 
used by Jacob Anatoli for yvdoiJLOov is piDD, the meaning of 
which Messer Leon seems to gather from the context rather 
than from knowledge, as can be seen from the expression 

nDDinn niic^ni^ti^ hd ••d^ piDon p^iint (338*) •nits^nt^tr no ^^b 

. rri3i:n nDDnn niunic^ no ^q3 vynDn bv 

Now, both Boetius and Simplicius describe the yvdfAcav in 
detail by means of a figure; and if he read either one of 
these, he would scarcely have expressed himself as he did, 
relying on his own idea of the matter pltfi^Pl^tfi^ HD "^Db), Ger- 
sonides also was not certain of the meaning of the term, 
and he also infers the meaning from the context. 

{60 6 K) ^'Huius dicti sensus est, ut rear, quod cum in 
aliqua figura oppositorum laterum, addatur signum aliquod, 
ita ut ilia figura cum illo signo sit similis primae figurae. 
Et hoc quidem fit cum protrahatur diameter illius figurae, 
et addatur in uno duorum laterum eius illemet diameter 
secundae figurae oppositarum costarum cum ilia additione, 
ut declarat Euclides." 

The truth of the matter is that Messer Leon, whether he 
knew Boetius and Simplicius or not, did not take the trouble 
to look them up when he wrote his commentary. With very 
few exceptions he quotes Boetius when Burleigh quotes him ; 
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in company with Simplicius, if that is the case in Burleigh, 
and where the opinions of Simplicius or Boetius are men- 
tioned, the wording coincides with Burleigh's citation, rather 
than with the original. Not knowing the original, he some- 
times misrepresents it by dealing freely with the account 
Burleigh gives in his own words, and by omitting here and 
there a phrase which he thinks unessential. A comparison of 
the passages in Burleigh corresponding to those of Messer 
Leon, Boetius, and Simplicius above named will at once 
show the truth of the above statement. 

Thus compare with the passages quoted on page (i(i 
the following from Burleigh, f. 19: "Est notandum secun- 
dum Boetium et Simplicium quod aequivocationum alia est 
a casu, alia est a consilio. Aequivocatio a casu est quando 
idem nomen imponitur diversis absque aliqua ratione simi- 
litudinis vel parentelae. Et sic hoc nomen Joannes imponitur 
alicui existenti hie et alicui existenti Romae. Aequivocatio 
consilio est quando aequivocum significat plura propter ali- 
quam similitudinem vel habitudinem ad aliquid unum et sic 
animal est aequivocum ad animal pictum et ad animal 
verum." 

Is there any doubt as to the source of Messer Leon's 
information ? 

The discussion of the difference between %^iq and hJHscni; 
appears in Burleigh, f. 38^, as follows: "Boetius et Simplicius 
dicunt quod habitus et dispositio non differunt specie nee 
genere sed solummodo numero, unde dicunt quod habitus 
et dispositio differunt sicut differunt vir et puer. Differunt 
etiam quia dispositio est habitus infirmus sed habitus est 
firma dispositio." 

Here too it is clear that Burleigh, and not Boetius or 
Simplicius, is the source of Messer Leon's statement. It is 
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true that in this case Burleigh too misquotes Simplicius, 
but we need not enter into the causes of that here. 

The authority for Messer Leon's statement that some of 
the views in the Categories are borrowed from Archytas 
must be sought elsewhere, as the only passage in Burleigh 
to that effect (cf. above p. 41 note 1^ is general and does 
not mention Archytas. 

The citation of Boetius' De Arithmetica (69) is thus given 
in Burleigh, f. 29: **Probo minorem per Boetium primo 
Arithmeticae suae, quantitatis discreta prior est quam con- 
tinua." A comparison of the three shows clearly that Messer 
Leon's citation is a literal translation from Burleigh. 

Of the two references to Boetius' De Divisioney the first 
is not found in Burleigh. The second is in Burleigh, and it 
is perfectly clear that the latter is the source. The discussion 
apropos of which Boetius is quoted is the same, and the 
wording is the same, and slightly different from the original. 
The discussion in question is an argunient against concep- 
tualism, on the ground that if genus and species are not 
real things but concepts, they are accidents, and the division 
of a genus into its species is not a division per se but per 
accidens\ which is contrary to the opinion of Boetius, or, in 
the word^ of Burleigh, f. 4^: "quod est contra Boetium in 
Libro Divisionum qui dicit quod divisio generis in species 
per differentias est divisio per se . . ." 

The wording of the original of Boetius is slightly different, 
as can be seen on p. 70. 

Boetius' distinction between figura ^nA forma (cf. above pp. 
70 — 71) is thus referred to by Burleigh, f. 40^: **Intelligendum 
est hie secundum Boetium quod forma accipitur in proposito 
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pro forma secundum quam aliquid dicitur formosum et non 
pro forma secundum quam aliquid dicitur formatum. Unde 
forma accipitur in proposito pro compositione corporali vel 
dispositione membrorum secundum quam aliquis dicitur for- 
mosus vel deformis; quia ex convenienti dispositione mem- 
brorum dicitur aliquis formosus, et a dispositione inconve- 
nienti dicitur aliquis deformis . . . unde forma in proposito 
secundum Boetium accipitur pro pulchritudine vel turpitu- 
dine, et quia pulchritudo et turpitudo solum proprie repe- 
riuntur in animatis, ideo forma in proposito solum convenit 
animatis; sed figura indifferenter reperitur in inanimatis et 
animatis. Unde figura est terminus et clausio rei quantae, 
et talis indifferenter reperitur in animatis et in inanimatis ut 
dictum est." 

Here again a comparison of the three passages (70 — 71) 
will decide the question. 

The next quotation mentioned above (71) appears as fol- 
lows in Burleigh, f. 64 d: **Notandum est secundum Boe- 
tium Super Praedicamenta et hie quod philosophus in prae- 
dicamentis determinat de vocibus incomplexis quae sunt 
nomina rerum, et hie determinat de incomplexis quae sunt 
nomina nominum . . . cuiusmodi sunt nomen et verbum." 

The difficulty in connection with the next quotation dis- 
cussed above, pp. 71 — 72, becomes perfectly clear when we 
compare Burleigh, f. 19: * Commune dicitur dupliciter secun- 
dum Boetium, uno modo quod in partes dividitur et parti- 
cipatur a diversis secundum diversas partes, et sic fons in 
civitate est quid commune omnibus morantibus in civitate. 
Secundo modo dicitur aliquid commune quod secundum se 
totum in diversis temporibus transit in usus diversorum. Et 
sic equus dicitur communis et molendinum. Tertio modo 
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dicitur commune quod totum in eodem tempore ad singulos 
venit. Et ilium modum distinguo ulterius, quia vel illud com- 
mune extra substantiam eorum quibus est commune, vel de 
substantia illorum quibus est commune, ita quod declarat 
quiditatem illorum, sic superius est commune respectu infe- 
riorum. Primo modo vox audita diversis dicitur communis 
quia simul venit ad aures diversorum et illo modo accipitur 
in proposito, nam eadem vox simul secundum se totam 
significat di versa." 

This passage shows clearly not only where Messer Leon 
obtained his information, but also how he managed to mis- 
represent Boetius, though Burleigh, who was his authority, 
was not guilty of such misrepresentation. All that Messer 
Leon did was to omit as unessential the words italicized 
in the above quotation, "'et ilium modum distinguo ulterius^\ 
which means that the further subdivision which follows the 
italics no longer belongs to Boetius, but is original with 
Burleigh. 

The next passage quoted above pp. 72 — 3, where he delibe- 
rately attributes to Boetius a view the latter distinctly repu- 
diates, is to be similarly explained by a reference to Bur- 
leigh, f. 34: "Sciendum est tamen quod Albertus et Boetius 
dicunt quod genus generalissimum istius praedicamenti con- 
venienter assignatur per hoc nomen ad aliquid." Burleigh's 
statement is perfectly correct, and Messer Leon's is not. And 
the reason is a very simple one. Messer Leon, in his zeal 
in favor ♦of the term '^ad aliquid" as a name for this cate- 
gory, not knowing the original of Boetius, (or Albertus 
Magnus either, probably, for that matter), said a little too 
much. Where Burleigh says '^ convenienter assignatur", etc., 
Messer Leon says '^ convenientius quam . . . relatio", pDi TDI^ 

• ^r\}r[ mw 13 iDfc^iifi^ HDD nm b^ mn nr ^-^p^^ 
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Finally the last argument drawn from his apparent igno- 
rance of the meaning of JDIDD (= yvifiav), and his attempt to 
gather it from the context is confirmed on a comparison of 
Burleigh, f. 49^, who states it in the same general way, 
without any detailed explanation; thus: "Probatio assumpti, 
sc. quod augmentatio potest esse sine alteratione nam quad- 
rangulus crescit seu augetur addito gnomone, i. e. supple- 
ment© vel addimento manente quadrangulo in specie qiiad- 
ranguli et tamen quadrangulus addito gnomone non alteratur." 

It is now perfectly clear that Messer Leon did not inde- 
pendently consult Boetius or Simplicius, and it is pretty 
safe to say that the same is true of the other names men- 
tioned above. Thus we saw Albertus Magnus coupled with 
Boetius, where it was clear that the whole passage was 
borrowed from Burleigh. 

A second quotation of Albertus Magnus' three-fold defi- 
nition of ^)S0 {^= positio) (f. 278^) is also borrowed from Bur- 
leigh, f. 28^. 

Messer Leon's quotation (f. 312) of Gilbertus Porretanus' 
(Dl^nnnn ^'^ b^yj division of passio is also taken from Bur- 
leigh, f. 40, who quotes him also not by name, but as 
^auctor sex principioruin*\ 

Averroes: Next to Aristotle, Averroes (TO1 p) is his 
authority and he quotes him frequently, naming his "great" 
commentary on the Physics and the De Substantia Orbis 

(}i>ir\ D2ij; i^ip:jn to) (f. 275^). 

An interesting passage is found fol. 273, whece Messer 
Leon, following Burleigh, makes a reference, it seems to 
me, to the "great" commentary of Averroes on the Cate- 
gories. If so, the two passages in Messer Leon and Burleigh 
are very important, for the latest authorities on Averroes — 
Renan, Munk, and Steinschneider, know of no "great" com- 
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mentary on the Categories; while Messer Leon, or at least 
Burleigh, seems to have read it. The passage in question 
was cited in full above pp. 52 — 3, and its original in Burleigh 
reads as follows (f. 28^): "Probat quod partes loci copulantur 
ad terminum communem, sc. ad eundem ad quern copulantur 
partes corporis. Sed illud non videtur esse verum, quia partes 
corporis copulantur ad superficiem intrinsecam in corpore 
locato tamquam ad terminum communem, sed partes loci 
non copulantur ad superficiem intrinsecam in corpore locato 
quia sic esset locus divisibilis secundum profunditatem quod 
est contra philosophum. Dicendum secundum quod dicit Aver- 
roes hie quod philosophus non determinavit adhuc de loco 
secundum veritatem ideo loquitur hie de loco secundum opi- 
nionem aliorum ponentium locum esse spacium cum spacium 
sit divisibile secundum tres dimensiones, locus esset divisi- 
bilis similiter secundum eos et sic partes loci essent ubicumque 
cum partibus corporis, per consequens partes loci copulantur 
ad superficiem intrinsecam corporis locati; loquendo tamen 
de loco secundum veritatem secundum quod locus est ultimum 
corporis continentis locatum, sic partes loci copulantur ad 
lineam existentem in superficie corporis locantis, et non ad 
superficiem intrinsecam corporum locatorum vel locati corporis." 
It will be seen that the word **hic" in the italicized part 
of the passage can refer only to the Categories. Now in 
the middle commentary Averroes says no such thing. There- 
fore it must be found in some other work of Averroes on 
the Categories. Again Messer Leon, who in this case for 
once does not follow Burleigh slavishly, and seems to have 
had the original of Averroes before him (of course in the 
Hebrew translation) adds "[lli^n IIIJ^'^DD, "in his great com- 
mentary". Ergo Averroes must have written a great com- 
mentary on the Categories, seen by Burleigh and by Messer 
Leon. 
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Burleigh: (Ifc^'^yilD). The reader who has followed me as 
far as this, will have suspected no doubt, that Messer Leon 
did more than consult Burleigh in the composition of his 
work; and his' suspicions will be confirmed by what is to 
follow. Messer Leon not only consulted Burleigh, but he 
slavishly followed him, bodily translating whole passages 
from the "^ Super Artem Veterem Expositio'\ and not even 
taking the trouble in most cases to recast them in his own 
crucible. He quotes the authorities that Burleigh quotes, 
misrepresenting their opinions when Burleigh misrepresents 
them, and sometimes also when the latter is free from this 
fault ^ It is safe to say that with few exceptions, all the 
discussions, arguments, observations and comments, except 
the bare paraphrase of Averroes' text are gotten from Bur- 
leigh's work mentioned above. And he does all this without 
giving Burleigh any credit for it. Burleigh's name never occurs 
in the work of Messer Leon except once in an interpolation 
discussed above (p. 9). In six instances in the Categories ^ 
he cites Burleigh's opinions as those of "some commentators" 
(D'^tfi^lDDH niip). In the other cases, which make up the greater 
part of his work, he . mentions no one, simply prefacing his 
remarks by the phrases nyi^ tr^'l, yiHt^ "^IJ^II, yil, etc., cor- 
responding to the ^intelligendum", ^sciendunC\ and ^notan- 
dunC^ of Burleigh. We need not accuse him of plagiarism, 
as he makes no pretence to originality, telling us distinctly 
in his preface that he intends to reproduce the views of 
some of the commentators who preceded him, and add 
some views of his own : T\^\> nDID i^liDitfi^ HD D11 ''t^lTDD btoVC\ 

p nninn o^'tri-ini v\r\r\ro nwi niDDin oy •':iiD-ip ^^\k D"»tfinDDn 

DIDIpDn (202^). Still an author to whom he owed so much 
as he did to Burleigh ought surely to have been specially 



* See above pp. 73 ff. 

2 fol. 287/^, 309, 320 and b^ 330, 343. 
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named by him, particularly since he names others like 
Boetius, Simplicius and the rest to whom he did not owe 
much directly, if at all. It looks very much as if he desired 
to conceal from his readers the source of his information, 
so as to pass for an author of great erudition, if not of 
great originality. If we do not wish to be so severe as to 
brand him a plagiarist, we shall call him a compiler, and a 
compiler for the most part from a single source! In this 
latter capacity, his historical value is solely that of a medium 
for those who could not read Burleigh in the original — a 
value not to be very highly estimated. But he is not solely 
a compiler. As was said before (pp. 1 2, 22), by using the Latin ^ 
text of Aristotle, he placed the study of the Logic among 
his coreligionists on a more exact basis than the Hebrew 
translations of Averroes' middle commentaries afforded before 
his time. 

To quote here all the passages common to Burleigh and 
Messer Leon which the latter borrowed from the former, would 
mean to reproduce the greater parts of those two commen- 
taries, both of them bulky and profuse — Burleigh even more 
so than Messer Leon. But this is not at all necessary. We 
saw in the beginning (p. 14 f.) how Messer Leon follows 
Burleigh in determining the subject and the utility of the 
science of logic, and in defining and explaining the '^con- 
ceptus*' or ^intentio^^ prima and secunda. We saw that the 
citations of authorities in Messer Leon are copies of Bur- 
leigh. When we add to this that all the ^dubia'' in the 
Categories, with the exception of one, are treated in Bur- 
leigh in the same way as in Messer Leon, only at greater 
length; that the ^ conclusiones^^ of Burleigh (cf. above p. 22) 
are reproduced as nil^Pin in Messer Leon; and finally quote 

' There is little doubt that this Latin text was no other than that of 
Boetius, which is printed in Burleigh's ^Super Artem Veterem^ etc,"*"*. 

6 
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a few parallel passages, showing how Messer Leon literally 
copied from Burleigh, the truth of the above characterization 
of Messer Leon's work will be fully established. 



The account of the Platonic Idealism (cf. above p. 29 f.) 
is thus given by Messer Leon and Burleigh respectively. 



(M. L. f. 255 f.) 

p t\d: nwiiDD bt£^^ pn on 



(Burleigh, o/>. cit. f. 6). 

"Alia est adhuc opinio quae 
ponit quod universalia sunt 
extra animam separata secun- 
dum esse a singularibus, et 



haec fuit opinio Platonis . . . 
' et hums opmionis fuit duplex 



nm nb)i r\D id-q nyi'Ti nntroi^ 
riDDnn n-^nnt^^ yDD-^tr hti nn:nn 
DnDD:ii D-'iin arm D-'tDion p 



causa ut recitat Aristoteles 
Septimo Metaphysicorum. 
Una fuit propter scientiam 
habendam de rebus sensibi- 



'WD^ '•J^ IV im^ "IDID D^'Dnt^DI libus et alia causa fuit propter 
nyiTHtfi^ mD^ ny^T 02 y^^))irm generationem illorum quae 
rr^Dn pb W^'^rrOnT) onDiriD J^""!! fiu^t per putrefactionem cuius- 



n'TiDi^n ny'T'n pnn onn it^j^ 



modi sunt multi vermes. Et 
huiusmodi prima causa fun- 



naturalibus seu sensibilibus est 



niDD -iDi^n i^-'io |Dii<n nn ^d^^^ 
o'^'^Dn p urhM) oi^^n mno Dion 
):iw HD iny'iin -)tri< -^amn r:)yni 

Dnmn p on b:i^ rap:) id? iinn 



scientia et de individuis haben- 
tibus esse in materia sensibili 
non est scientia, ergo praeter 
individua sensibilia oportet 
ponere universalia separata a 
materia sensibili de quibus 



riDlinD ninnD ninnDni on-iDm est scientia naturalis. Causa 
-[-lyn p -Q-in ni^-l-' ^b) ]'»DD 1!? autem quare de sensibilibus 
D^'DinD DHtt^ 1t2^:^ r\b)l n!?i^ non est scientia est quia cum 
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ll^i^ ntOtt^DIDD i^'^nn nilli^ pOD sensibllia recedunt a sensu 

rmn nno ^ntrn r.^i<^i orao t^^n ^^^^^^"^ ^^^"^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^'^ 



niiiDtfi^DiDn nni2ini onn D-^^tan 



sint et ideo cum sint trans- 
mutabilia et variabilia non 

pn D^w D^^m: D^r:y ont^ p^,^^, ^^ ^^3 ^^3, 3^i^^,i^ 

ino IDDI D-^tDnDn ]D D'lTIDi bt£6 aliqua certa. Secunda causa 
no IDDD nfen J^IDDH ni<T ItDOli^ fundatur super hoc quod nihil 
— niD"l ni''i^"lD "iDi^tfi^ generatur nisi a sibi simili in 
specie. Sed generata per putrefactionem non habent sibi 
simile in specie existens in natura a quo generantur, nam 
musca non habet muscam aliam sibi similem substantialem 
a qua generatur, ergo in his quae generantur per putrefac- 
tionem oportet ponere simile in specie separatum a materia 
a quo generantur, et illud separatum a materia sensibili 
ponitur a Platone esse universale. . . . Contra istam opinionem 
arguit philosophus tertio et septimo Metaphysicorum." 

The following quotation has reference to Aristotle's motive 
in prefacing his Categories by a definition of homonyms, 
synonyms and denominatives (cf. above p. 38). 



(f. 236) 



(f. 18^) 

"Sciendum est quod philo- 



ni-IDKDn p nD«Dn na npm sophus in hoc libro determinat 

b« nnmna np^^ IDNDHI mwn *^^ aequivocis denominativis 

^« Wm D« D^J^:y rr&7m nn« ^' ""^^°"'' quoniam res praedi- 

, . camenlales possunt comparari 

ad tna, sc. ad ens transcen- 

^ dens quod est supenus ad 

^« r,^»J{nD in« nD«D np^^C' 3J praedicamentum, et ad rem 

a^^nn^ lW«-in U^p^nn >D^ ITDH eiusdem praedicamenti, et ad 

^aan^SplD^DawnW'ttanWiiyjn rem alterius praedicamenti. 

^y HVfy^ i^)iDT\ nO«n l^iJO naiyn lUud quod est superius ad 

PD1DD IN FiniWD niNiB'a D-iJIDniJID praedicamenta praedicatur de 
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illis aequivoce seu analogice, 
et res unius praedicamenti de 
re eiusdem praedicamenti 
praedicatur univoce, et res 
unius praedicamenti de re al- 
terius praedicamenti praedi- 
catur denominative." 



The completion of the list of homonyms, etc. by the ad- 
dition of other terms (cf. above p. 38) appears as follows in 
Messer Leon and Burleigh respectively. 



(f. 236^) 

no -"DD D-^^iniintt^ -"tfi^tt^n r»ni 

b):i:n) D-'Din: dhdi D'»D^nnD 
^Db a^T\ onm niiDH ^n ^n)'^r:ir\ 
nniDn i^in dddiddi o'^D^nnD d'':i'':iv 
m ini< r:y '•d^ D-^D^nnD onm 
mvx^ Di< D-'DD '•iit^D in^^ by pr\^ 
r\)br\ -"taD infc^ r:y ^d^ dhij^ 

i<^i pDiDD onnnDn niip inii^-)p'»i 

'•nDfc^l inVD |D1i^D DDD1D i^lp*' 

D'lD^nnD d'^^id:! on o'tD^nnDni 
!?y ^iwy^ id rhiw idv nn d''D 



(f. 19) 

"Quinto est notandum se- 
cundum Boetium quod quae- 
dam sunt univoca, quaedam 
sunt aequivoca, quaedam sunt 
diversivoca, et quaedam mul- 
tivoca. Univoca sunt quae 
habent idem nomen et eandem 
rationem illius nominis, et ego 
dico quod hoc potest esse du- 
pliciter vel quia ratio illius 
nominis convenit eis aequaliter 
et sic sunt proprie univoca, 
vel quia ratio illius nominis 
convenit eis secundum prius 
et posterius, et sic sunt ana- 
loga et non sunt univoca nee 
aequivoca pure, sed sunt 
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'^Db i^b) Dtt^n "^Db i^b irii^ IDT quaedam media inter univoca 
py^ D'^D") niDtt^ DPI D^'Dllini 11T\ et aequivoca. Aequivoca sunt 
♦ ^i^^'tOID "^y^p "Qn 1DD IDJ^ quorum nomen est idem et 
ratio illius nominis est diversa. Diversivoca sunt quorum 
nomina sunt diversa et etiam diffiniones nominum ut ignis, 
lapis, color . . . multivoca sunt quae habent diversa nomina 
^t eandem ditfinitionem sive rationem, ut gladius et ensis 
sunt multivoca." 

It will be seen that here also Messer Leon omits the 
phrase "et ego dico" italicized in the quotation from Bur- 
leigh, and thus gives the reader the impression that it is 
Boetius who subdivides univoca (DDD1D) into univoca proper, 
and analoga (pDIDD), though he does speak of DnDHDn niip 
m this connection, which no doubt means Burleigh. 



The conditions requisite in order that a thing should 
come under a category (cf. above p. 40) are thus expressed 
by the two writers in question. 



nOD IDDtr 



(f. 244^) 



(f. 21^) 

**Primo est sciendum secun- 



")Di<'» D''"1D"I ''itt^ •'T bv^ W^yvipT) ^^^ doctrinam antiquorum 

mt^ IDH^ Di<1 no -IDJ^DD ]^:vr\^ sapientium quod ad rem prae- 

>nr\Dmn p im:i b:i:V i<b DHD dicamentalem requiruntur duo, 

m^^ ^:^n) no nm m^^ imri '^- '^' ^^ "'^^"^ ^^'^^^^ '^P^'- 

, , additus illi rei, et ilia duo 

r]Db mvD DW)iD pM^ )b . • 

repenuntur m omm praedica- 

, , mento. Nam praedicamenta 

' "^ distmguuntur ab mvicem per 

ni^nn WSD^ ona -^m O^rjynty sola diversitas rerum non suf- 

ntl D"'B^nno rmONDa Vn^ «inn ficit ad hoc quod aliqua sint 

D^2n W IDJjyn nn« nD«D3 13 in diversis praedicamentis, 
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nrhn iiDPni Dion n^y^m o^^n 

^!?D inj^ nii^^'iiD ]D)ik orb i^jiD^'tt^ 

D''D!?nnD on b'2i< bb)3 ir\i^ r\W)if2 
■pvD -iDfc^D bn p pyn itt^i^D nn 

]'':yn '••'•niin nmn fc^in niJ^^'iiDn joifc^ 

i^in Diiyn idj^dd ddd'' nmn nyn 
nm j^intr infc^n onm '•itro ddiid 
i^tfini j^intt^ '•itrni iDi^yn idiv 

i^m: im^ ^mv2 idw i^rrn 
mr^Dn rhi^-^^^m pij^ inn onpDn 
onD -ini< 1^ iDH'' Di^i iDi<Dn r\ib 



nam in eodem praedicamento 
sunt res essentialiter diffe- 
rentes, sed omnes res eiusdum 
praedicamenti habent eundem 
modum generalem essendi, et 
si habeant modos essendi 
generates primo diversos illae 
res sunt in diversis praedica- 
mentis. Unde modus essendi 
in praedicamentis est forma- 
lior quam ipsa res. Dico ergo 
quod . . . modus essendi per 
quem aliquid rei ponitur in 
praedicamento substantiae 
constituitur ex duobus, sc. ex 
hoc quod est per se existere 
et accidentibus substare, unde 
haec duo requiruntur et suf- 
ficiunt ad hoc quod aliquid 
sit in praedicamento sub- 
stantiae." 



The following passages relate to Burleigh and Messer 
Leon's division of relation into real and logical (cf. above p. 41). 



(f. 287^) 

D^iiDipn nTD inDDtfi^ no ^€h 

Di< D^:d ^:^ bv ^T\ r)-itDliDn 

^^in ^y^:v D)Dimr\ rjitDiiDni nm 
btr^ pn a^:^:y bv idv i^i^ 
D^'triDDn jr\)ip nyi -^Db )b iDitDii-'i 



(f. 35) 

"Sciendum est secundum 
aliquos quod relatio est duplex, 
sc. relatio realis et relatio 
rationis. Ad relationem realem 
requiruntur tres conditiones, 
prima quod extrema relationis 
non dependeant ab intellectu, 
sed quod sint realia. Secunda 
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pn D'^riv on bj^ btt^n ni^jron 

i^iiDDn pn ]Wir\r\ ^'i^inn iidvd 
tet£6 pn D'^riv D^j^ nii2ipn '•d 
••riv n™ ^^'^ 'J^^v^ "^^^ "^^ ^^^ 

n^Tn pn '>tt^''^t2n invn or» 

):y^^ n^b -^y^^y rj™ »^'''^'' ^^ V''"'''^ 
tj^^-TQ iDj^n nv'TH "^D -[DnriD Dn** 

np^** fc^^ VITn DiD^^ VITH ^fc^ 

itfi^io ''^iV ^^np'» n'i'^^ntr nni^tr no 

^inii ni -"D^i ''i'»:)y iid^ !?v idvd' 
nnii nTT' iDiiy ^i^ -Qin niini^ 
lyD^i ^Dtrn n^iVDD n^n** ^^!?tr -"r^v 
ninnn nfc^iirQ npi^non i^v j^^ 
-)Dj^!?i ''riyn ni"'^n p^n^ !?Dii 

n^WDD n^n: •»nta ''riv ■nD'» ^v 
rap inm:i -iin^'D nDi^:ni tatrn 



conditio est quod extrema 
relationis sint realiter diversa. 
Tertia quod inter extrema sit 
habitudo mutua. Et propter 
primum oppositio inter ens et 
non ens non est relatio realis 
quia extrema non sunt realia 
et non ferunt adinvicem nisi 
per intellectum. Propter se- 
cundum relatio identitatis non 
est realis quia extrema non 
sunt realiter distincta seu di- 
versa unde idem non refertur 
ad se ipsum relationi reali. 
Propter tertiam conditionem 
relatio inter scientiam et sci- 
bile non est realis, quia inter 
ilia non est mutua habitudo, 
nam scientia refertur ad sci- 
bile, sed scibile non refertur 
ad scientiam. Avicenna vero 
dicit quod omnis relatio quae 
non dependet ab intellectu 
realis et sic identitas est 
relatio realis quia non depen- 
det ab intellectu. Ne tamen 
sit contentio in verbis dico de 
relatione reali quod relatio 
realis potest accipi dupliciter, 
sc. communiter et stricte. 
Communiter loquendo de rela- 
tione sic omnis relatio est 
realis, sc. quae non dependet 
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^teD np^'' ^imn ^r\)ir\ d:i nr ''d!?i 
^ten np^in nmn Fj^niin iin'^n') 
n w» nrap )b ]>i< itrj^ ninii b mi 
1DD nm TD-^ ^y iDVD i^intc^ ^'^ 
TV 1^ ^'iw iiDyn ^^^Dtc^ni td^'h 

^r\b:i onmn J'^d fc^in^^ ^T\)ir\ -'-Q-in 

D^'i-'iv on Dfc^i ri''"'^'^ c>n'^2 D^'DOnnD 
mta i<in i)rv:i iDi^in Fji-iiin d^dj^ 
n^iyo ^rh:i invn jtdd'' i^^^^ nniin 

ntt^fc^ i^in '•imn r]i"^^n infc^tr non 

1^ itri< fc^intt^D ••yivn rjiiiin m^ 
♦ pm Di^n DDi-in idd ^:^:iv "iid^' 



ab intellectu, et sic identitas 
est relatio realis, sed relatio 
realis stricte loquendo sic po- 
test describi. Relatio realis 
est relatio inter extrema rea- 
lia realiter distincta mutuo 
abinvicem dependentia, et 
sicut distinguitur de relatione 
reali ita potest distingui de 
relatione secundum rationem, 
quia uno modo accipitur large 
pro omni relatione quae non 
habet extrema realia realiter 
diversa vel inter quae non 
est relatio mutua; alio modo 
accipitur stricte sc. solum pro 
relatione quae non habet esse 



praeter operationem intellectus". 



In one instance it is refreshing to see Messer Leon quote 
Burleigh (as D'^ttnoDD niip of course), and disagree with him 
and argue against him. Burleigh maintains that the species 
of the category of quality mentioned by Aristotle are not 
species in the strict logical sense of the term, but modes of 
quality. Messer Leon insists that they are real species. 

(f. 309) (f. 38^) 

D"'BnDOn nSp noxty ymtt' 11N11 "lUae quae hie ponuntur 

■>31D DPltt' ]t*D3 D'lnDWn DiJIDD '^3 species qualitatis, non sunt 

IN D''J1D Di-iN to^ro 1« niDiND species ex opposite distinctae 

Dl«n niB^nnro D^EJ^nno D^J^D q^o^odo distinguitur homo et 

nn ro IN 31D3 IWn ^3N lionm ^^'""S' ^^^ sp"i«s accipitur 

1J1D njr3n« 12nDN31 \xm. aipon »" proposito pro modo, unde 

nj;31« liDD IIDDH V^D IN DD'^Nn quattuor sunt species quali- 
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nr ^iob n^fc^i ij^-'nni niD^'t^n ^:qm< 
inm^^ ^^3iDi wij^tc^ HDD nyin 
D^^D^nnD D'^rDD "inm pn^ idddd 
niDiip-'Dn -iDj^^'tr riD -"D^ Dinn '•d 

n'»n'»tfi^ pn ^^n^n o-i^tro j^intc^ no 
i^ini monn ^p i^'d monn rwp 
^yn\^ HD j^int^ iiiD ^y^^ ]^dd 
pDn i^ini n-^yntD rh)VQb rhnrm 
n^nnn ^^in^^ no -ii^d ''t£^''^tm 

D'^D^'D vn'» j^^ rhiw m'v pb 
D-^DDii^ DJ^ ''D Ttt^ :iiD nnn o^'^-^npo 
m-^j^ H'^^^-in nmtt^ i:mj^ idj^di id^ 

j^i^n iiiD nip-' nr D'^ol^nnD d^^^dd 
'wn !?tt^DD li^Dn-^ itt^io ni^'^mn 

3TD Finn -0-6 ••yntD j^intr no iiiDi 
I'^DHD ^^in Dinn )b ik)iD'^ ^^t^ p:iyn 
tt^^nnn nnn !?di:) i^in^^ -iiiDi '•^trn 
p^'DD'^ nii-'nnn rji^m '^n iiiono im 
D^Di^D nnn idddd inj^ im o'^tri? 
nr itfi^D^^ n^'n''^^ t^i D'^D^nno 
inj^ 31D nnn on^^ D^'D^nno d'^^dd 
iDDDD infc^ i^)rw p)ia^ ^troni 

"iDfc^DD j^in Dpm ^VD Dtr:i j^intc^ 
i^in ^:)bQ DipDD i<intr -iiiDi niDDn 
bi^ vpbn on-" niiDi n^^^n iDi<o:i 



tatis, i. e. quattuor sunt modi 
qualitatis qui modi non sunt 
modi ex opposito distincti, 
patet, nam idem numero non 
continetur sub speciebus ex 
opposito distinctis, sed idem 
numero est in prima specie 
qualitatis, in secunda et in 
tertia; ergo illae species non 
sunt oppositae. Assumptum 
arguitur nam calor secundum 
philosophum est in prima 
specie qualitatis et calor est 
in secunda specie qualitatis 
cum sit naturalis potentia, et 
calor est in tertia specie qua- 
litatis cum sit passibilis vel 
sensibilis qualitas, unde idem 
calor numero in comparatione 
ad subiectum quem perficit 
mobiliter vel immobiliter est 
in prima specie qualitatis, et 
in comparatione ad actionem 
realem cuius est principium 
activum est in secunda specie 
qualitatis, quia sic est natu- 
ralis potentia, et in compara- 
tione ad aliud quod immutat 
vel immutari potest est in 
tertia specie qualitatis, quia 
sic est qualitas sensibilis, unde 
inquantum perficit subiectum 
est in prima specie qualitatis 
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]D i<in urhTi TD^n ij^ p ifc^ dj^ 
!:^VDnD ifc^ !?yiD inrn iiiDi J^-itDiiDn 
pb ,DnDi<Dn n^i^D mm m^ 
D''i''D ij^ o'l^iDn rbiw iDi^itr nitDn 
D^'^iD ij^ D^^^^ on niD-i^n p 

^in IDDDD in^^ nm Di^l O'l'TlD^^ 

j^in HTtr inj^ D''D!?nnD D'^ron 



et inquantum est principium 
realis operationis est in se- 
cunda specie qualitatis, et 
inquantum est principium spi- 
ritualis vel sensibilis est in 
tertia specie qualitatis." 



The following passages have reference to the definition 
of truth, and are found in the respective commentaries on 
the Interpretation. 

(f. 343 ff.) 



(f. 65 ^f.) 

''Est sciendum quod Veritas 



''itfi^D npb"^ HDi^ntC^ D'^tfiTiDDn r\)lp ^^^ modo est adaequatio rei 

-Q-in nDDDH i^)r\^ lliD DJ^ D^^D a^ virtutem cognoscentem et 

riDDDH i<int£^ lliD Di< tat^D ^^^ ^^^^ ^^^o est adaequatio vir- 

]mn ^Db npb^ D^I nnnn ^J< ^Dtrn ^^^^^ cognoscentis ut intellec- 



D^ ^D nn^^ 121 ir^^ niDi^n pt^fc^nn 



tus ad rem; primo modo Ve- 
ritas est idem quod confor- 
mitas rei ad virtutem cognos- 
centem per quam manifestat 
vel nata est manifestare se 



1DD IDSjra lD1«n «im«3 bjvm bn intellectui talem qualis est, et 

-QinU' 10D D^3S W ^y Nim Nina' sic Veritas non est aliud quam 

'r\ DiiO iJlf !?j; «in 5 J"'«'Dn conformitas apparentiae rei 

iirw nONH .«"13J"I i*n23 ""nba ad suam existentiam, et talis 

trOi ^n^an bstt'n oy ]''iyn noSDn Veritas est duplex sicut virtus 

1">2 NSDi ^33 »)n 'n bDB' oy ^T cognitiva est duplex, sc. creata 
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y^D-* i^iinn ^Dtcnc^ hd^ ^^jiD** it^j^ 
mi nn no id-i ^i< invn njrtD-'tc^ 

in^tr HDD ]Wir\'2 ri)0)b^Qr\ IDi^ 

^T\^ riDfc^n DiDi< ^''DpD nptr )b ]^^ 

niwn mw iD2iv iiiD p:yn tav 

YiDfc^ i<in 1^ m^^n nniiirii niwn 
rriii^-in nnij^n ')b ntrfc^ irin b^^ 
ii^ ^-"iDD i^intr ''i^^nn nDinn i^^i 
pn '•nD^^ li-'i^ !?trD 1-n bv niDiyD 
n^D"* -"n^D rj^'iTO') ^1^^ 'i:3''"i i<tn 

nn riD'tiTD mvtrn nits^v^ lyntDD 

tDWDH niDDn iiyn !n niriDn 
i^^ n-'H^'tt^ it^D^^ :itriDn p:yn ^i^ 



et increata. Veritas quae est 
conformitas rei ad virtutem 
cognitivam increatam, sc. ad 
intellectum divinum est in 
omni ente tarn complexio (sic) 
quam incomplexio (sic), quia 
quaelibet res est nata mani- 
festare se intellectui divino 
talem qualis est cum intel- 
lectus divinus non possit circa 
aliquam rem decipi; et verum 
quod derivatur a virtute sic 
accepta convertitur cum ente 
et de ista veritate dicit phi- 
losophus secundo Metaphysi- 
corum quod unumquodque 
ens sicut se habet ad entitatem 
ita se habet ad veritatem, et 
Veritas sic accepta non habet 
falsum pro suo opposito. Ve- 
ritas autem quae est adae- 
quatio rei ad virtutem cogni- 
tivam creatam, sc. ad intel- 
lectum nostrum est illud per 
quod res est nata de se facere 
veram estimationem, et isto 
modo denarius habens debitam 
formam et debitam materiam 
denarii didtur verus denarius, 
sed denarius habens debitam 
formam et non materiam de- 



^ Something has been omitted, as can be seen from the Latin original in 
the parallel column. 



n 
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{^in d'Ti}^ in^^DD 13ttnD bn T^XD bitam dicitur falsus denarius, 
"•3 "•nD« «in ann ^ytt' ^ inox "* denarius cupreus et aereus 
•Ott^D DV D>3DD WH Dnn ^y v^' plumbeus quia de se natus 

nD«n DiD« 1D-iyD nya^ «^ nnr-Dn ^^* ^^'^^''^ f^^^"™ estimationem, 
t L nam unumouod habens for- 

, • , mam argenti natum est facere 

de se veram estimationem 
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quod est argentum et ideo 

denarius habens veri denarii 
nDTpnnD^in«DniD^TnJ*DiW1*( fig^,^^ ^t „„„ materiam de- 

n3KnD3 r3 ^1P3 n^nntt^ pa 3t3n bitam denarii ut materiam 

♦ DTODD yo plumbeam et cupream est fal- 
sus denarius quia de se facit falsam estimationem. Haec 
autem falsitas est solum in compositis ex materia et forma 
et ideo dicit philosophus in tertio de anima quod intellectus 
circa quodquod est, sc. circa simplicem quiditatem rei semper 
est verus. Veritas autem secundo modo dicta, sc. quae est 
adaequatio virtutis cognoscentis ad rem cognitam est in vir- 
tute cognoscente sicut in subiecto et talis est duplex, quaedam 
est complexa et quaedam incomplexa; Veritas incomplexa 
est ilia quae est adaequatio virtutis cognoscentis ad rem 
cognitam quae potest esse non solum in intellectu sed etiam 
in sensu et ideo dicit philosophus in secundo de anima quod 
sensus respectu proprii obiecti semper est verus, hoc est in 
maiori parte est verus, quia in maiori parte sensus confor- 
matur obiecto suo proprio et circa illud non decipitur. Veritas 
autem complexa solum est circa compositionem et divisionem 
intellectus, et de hac veritate loquitur philosophus cum dicit 
circa compositionem et divisionem, etc. Ex hoc enim quod 
intellectus asserit aliqua esse eadem quae non sunt eadem 
vel aliqua non esse eadem quae sunt eadem est propositio 
falsa quae hoc significat sive sit propositio in prolatione sive 
sit in mente." 
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§ 13- ^THE WISE IN HIS OWN EYES". 

In addition to the commentators mentioned above, Messer 
Leon frequently refers to an author not by name but as 
the **wise in his own eyes" (V^^W DDnn), and generally cri- 
ticises his opinions in a tone not unmixed with personal 
feeling. Thus (f. 269) ♦DDIIDD HWtD Dpon HD DytD WJTD DDnn d:) 

' ' ' vrvD DDnn nofc^i (351) ♦nn wvn oDnn '•im )pi)i i^b n^ni (304) 
nni (361—2) .-. D''p"ipiDn -'id-d pinnn ^6 'y^^ h^d vbv non '•ii^i 
nm T\:i'^:^ -y^t^ bnon (364) T:^n li^iii iv rrvn ddhh yntDi tD-^tDn 
iniDD tfin^^ -"D '•ran'' d^i^^i • • • d-^isti'' ^d: id^^d opon nn n^'jrn ddhh 
air\ ^n'TiDfc^n on^^iini dwd viv ^rh:ib n^nn nnwn ^j^ n^tsDD rra^ 
''D vtn TJ^') • . . nfc^ii tripn noon o^'DinDD ntD^nn 1^ i:*D"»tfi^n • . • -idj^^ 
nn i:iDii<n n^ni ••• irni< npy ^otw no rotrn ,i<itr ••m^ i? n^mn 

The identity of this commentator has not been known till 
now, (cf. Steinsch. op. c. p. 83, and Anm. 271). I shall show 
in the sequel that it is no other than the famous Levi ben 
Gerson or Gersonides, author of the religio-philosophical 
work 'n niDn!?D, *The Wars of the Lord", a number of com- 
mentaries on books of the Bible, and supercommentaries to 
the commentaries of Averroes, which enjoyed great vogue 
in those days. 

Alike in his religio-philosophical and in his logical works 
is noticeable the independence and freedom which urges 
him to search for the truth irrespective of authority and 
consequences. Thus he does not scruple to set his own 
judgment against that of Aristotle or Averroes. In the be- 
ginning of his commentary to the Isagoge he says that his 
object is to indicate the passages where his opinion is dif- 
ferent from that of Aristotle; that the logical works need 
no explanatory comment, and that therefore his primary 
object is not explanation O^i^^) but original investigation 



94 

and composition ("lIDn): (i^K) "Commemorabo quoque ilia 
loca in quibus mea sententia discrepat a sententia Aristo- 
telis in hac arte. In quibusdam vero locis tractabo aliqua, 
de quibus non est locutus Aristoteles . . . et hoc maxime 
induxit me ad huiusmodi expositionem tantum; nam quae 
in his traduntur libris, non indigent expositione, ut mea fert 
sententia", (see also Steinsch. op, cit. p. 6j and Anm, 152). 
It is expressions like these and the boldness of spirit they 
indicate, that exposed him to the criticism of those who 
swore by Aristotle and his ** commentator", and thus we 
find Moses Chabib * (i486) in his commentary to the D^W T^TO, 
of Jedaiah Ha-Penini referring to Gersonides in the following 
rather uncomplimentary terms: nOD^ m^^'^M idTT^ VmT\ ^r\ 

** Gersonides in his commentaries, logical and philosophical, 
on Aristotle, wants to show his powers in differing with 
Aristotle, so that in some of his views silence would have 
been more becoming than speech." 

In view of all this, it is not strange that Messer Leon, 
who is writing a commentary on the same subject as his 
predecessor, and who is in a better position to understand 
Aristotle, owing to his knowledge of Latin, should apply 
the title Vi'iyD DDnn to one who made such great pretentions 
and at the same time made such great blunders. I shall 
now proceed to prove the identity of l^i'^V^ DDnn. 

There are in all thirteen references to Vi'^yD DDnn , or as 
he calls him once (f. 224) DD'^i'^V^ O'lDDnn niip, in the work 
of Messer Leon, found fols. 224, 227, 243, 269, 304, 330^ 
(omitted in Mn and P), 348^, 351 and b, 362, 364, 368 — 
369^, 400^, and 406. I shall cite only those where the 
words or the views of WM D^nn are quoted. 

* Cf. Steinsch. op. cit, p. 67, Anm, 152. 
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Fol. 243, Messer Leon attributes to Vi^JD WDTTl the view 
that in the Categories Aristotle deals with real things extra 
animam. DillDtt^ mniD DHD T\WK "It5^i< ninDH ^T\^ nWlD ni<"l'» HTD") 

r\x\ DiDi^tt^ ratcnn dhd nn^^i • • • ni^pn p •noon nn nm^ piiDi!?''Dn 
n-'-'itt^n ran ni^TDi • • . \a&> pn nntt^ no -niD □•'-QiriD n^n iiddh 

That this is the view of Gersonides we see from the fol- 
lowing*: (26 C) **Intelligit philosophus quod res quae sunt 
extra animam, ascendunt omnes ad unum decern praedica- 
mentorum generum horum. . . . Aristoteles ostendit per haec 
verba quod iste vult tractare de his in hoc loco, quatenus 
existunt extra animam, non quatenus significant affirmationem 
vel negationem quae est in anima, nam de hoc tractabit et 
considerabit in Libro Interpretationis." 

(f. 304) (Gerson. 41^!) 

Wyn DDnn nm plli )lh n^ni "Si auferatur homo, aufertur 

'^^^ Dli^n ni^yn DVtfi^ ^mxr\ nn scientia in actu et in potentia, 

♦ HM yiT yiTn ^"^^ tamen possit reperiri sci- 

bile in potentia scibile. . ." 

(330^) (ibid. S7bK.) 

p nm^ ^tfi^D in: vi^vn DDnni ^'^^^^^ ^^^"^^ ^^^ ^"^^^ "^^'""^ 

i<)n nW^ ^m) opDn nn Itn ^'^ ^" praedicamento pati : 

, , quoddam. Bonum vero in prae- 

'\DiW noi »yi nryonn ta '•d ^. , ^. 

, dicamento agere, et denique 

Dr^^ bvD) m2) -nyni r\M^'^)iD2 ^ , .... 

esse est bonum, et pnvatio 

dicere ens dividi primo in ens in potentia, et ens in actu, 
et omne ens in actu est bonum, et in potentia malum." 

' I quote from the Latin translation of Gersonides' supercommentary as it 
is found in the 1574 Venice Latin edition of the works of A-ristotle with the 
commentaries of Averroes, Gersonides, and others. The original Hebrew of 
Gersonides is not accessible to me. 
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In the definition of pij/zx, Aristotle, i66 6, leaves out 
ffyjf/^xvTixii KXTx (tvvHkviv which he uses in the definition of 
the noun. Gersonides accounts for it on the supposition that 
the phrase kxtx (rvvi^Kyjv is added to cpwvj} in the definition 
of the ovofix to limit the latter to human speech, as cpcoi/ji 
by itself would apply equally to the sounds made by the 
lower animals, which are not, however, conventional but 
natural. In the case of the verb, no such limitation is neces- 
sary, as the rest of the definition makes it clear that the 
sounds of lower animals are excluded, since they do not indi- 
cate time. Messer Leon explains the omission less ingeniously 
but more truly, on the ground that the phrase can be sup- 
plied from the definition of ovofjt^x, and he makes merry at 
the expense of Gersonides, who is so familiar with the speech 
of the lower animals as to be certain that it consists wholly 
of nouns. 

(348*) {ib. 71 F) 

r{^y\r\r\ FJIDll^'^Dn JJ^M tD-^Otfi^ni «In hac tamen definitione 

^b^^ Dtfi^n "n:a rra\ ^V^ nDDOrO non dixit ad pladtum signi- 
DD"11DD "12in n^rr^tS^ n^n!? HT n^y ficativa, quia dictiones quibus 
DDnn -\m'\ Dtra rrOW ^m n:in animalia irrationalia loquaci- 

nr -i^i< niDnn ''d r\r\ r\w vryn ^^^^ "^^ significant tempus 

HT b)} nniD D^i^ u^r\ ^bv'z urrb)} ^^^" 

, bv^Ti bv ^b^ Dtfi^n bv nrm n^nn 

Fol. 351, Messer Leon expresses his surprise at the state- 
ment of Vi'^yD DDnn that there is no present tense in Hebrew ; 
that the participle is sometimes used where other languages 
use the present tense, but that its force is not that of a 
present. Messer Leon is of opinion that the participial form 
has three uses which must be kept distinct, viz. present 
tense, participle, and noun. 
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(351) 

j^iiD'' i^b^ rij'^yn ddhh "idj^i 
pnnn ^^ i^ii^ ii<D v!?y riDn -"ii^i 

j^np-' "i^i< l^'^nn id p!?nn^ piipin 
ninn pn r;)y bv miD i^in '•iirnn 
i^^fc^ . . -|in^ 3^1'' nni< j^iid idd 
-•itrnn ^p^D ^y D^i^n li^i^D'^ -QDt:^ 

D:in:iD :ini:in') iriDn innj^ ^i< > ni<i-in 
^pn ID '•iirnn bp^r:^ by on^ 

nini • • • IDT ^y miD iri^ "ni^nnti^ 
TD^bm mv^ i)iD'" i^in np: m^ 
l^in rrri r!?y piii'' i6 iDiyn ]Dn 
j^iiD'» pi!i^ i^b^:; 1DD i^in n^rr^ li^ 
HD iiiD vby DT piii^ti^ i^bi^ i^n 
liiitfi^^^ mpti^ IDn-" d:id{^ » -li^n ^int:^ 
j^iiD'' i6^ 2ivn ]it:^^^ mpti^ idd 
iDwn ]DT ^y nnin^ ini^D ]i:;)D^ ):b 
bv i<)n'^ -ni^nn idv n^^^^ ^^ 
i^^t:^ iiDi^D n)n nr ^!?i^i • • • i^ptr^D 
IDT ^y mm rhon^ i:i:iitrb pii^'^ 
min oniiiin b)ii^ oiDi^ • • • iDiyn 
iDiyn iDTH ^y invD tr^iDti^D n^Dn 
yniDn nnnn n^T mm ^b^i; i^bi^ 



{id. b G) 

^'Id vero quod dicit Aver- 
roes, verbum quoque signifi- 
care tempus praesens, nonest 
verum in lingua nostra He- 
braica, quum verbum ita se 
habens, oportet ut sit nomen 
denominativum seu partici- 
pium: ut cum dicimus ambu- 
lans vel iacens quod Hebraice 
significat etiam ambulat iacet. 
Si hoc verbum ergo signifi- 
caret naturaliter tempua prae- 
sens, tunc quemadmodum non 
decet dicere erit ambulabit . . . 
vel ambulavit, per tempora 
diversa sc. praeteritum et fu- 
turum, ita non decet (read 
deceret) dicere fuit ambu- 
lans aut erit ambulans. In 
lingua tamen nostra, est in 
frequenti usu, propterea quia 
haec dictio ambulans est no- 
men, non propterea quod am- 
bulans, quod Hebraice signi- 
ficat etiam ambulat, significet 
tempus praesens. . . Possumus 
tamen dicere quod apud Grae- 
cos datur dictio significans . . . 
tempus praesens: quum in 
lingua Latina ' reperitur dictio 



* From this it would seem that Gersonides had some knowledge of Latin; 

7 
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n^^"l1ntt^nD!?n'»WDD^mD^^^t5^i<D significans naturaliter . . . 
♦ VntDD i^b HDDDrQ H'^n Di1tc6 tempus praesens, licet in aliis 

lipguis nobis cognitis non 
reperiatur hoc." 

In reference to the quantity of the predicate in judgments, 
Gersonides says, in opposition to Aristotle and Averroes, 
that the quantitative particle may be added to the predicate 
without destroying the truth of the proposition in conver- 
tible judgments, for example, all man is all rational. Messer 
Leon disputes this, maintaining that the proposition just 
stated can be true only when the quantitative particle is 
taker) collectively, whereas the usage in logic is to take it 
distributively, and thus taken, the above judgment is mani- 
festly untrue. Messer Leon waxes especially warm in ex- 
pressing his righteous indignation at the unheard of pre- 
sumption of Gersonides in opposing men so much greater 
than he. 

(fol. 362) {id, 77 D) 

IV Vryn DDnn V^ID: ^^^n nni " Licet non sit semper ne- 

npTO HDipnn ^D '\t^m T:n im ^^^sarium, ut cum nota quan- 
^in 01^ b3 1DD D^DDnnDH D^VlD^D '''^''''^ ^"P""'"'* ^" praedicato, 

pnW ta ^^ Dl^ b nniD ta ^""^ ''' ^"'^""^ ^^^ superfluum; 
, , quum poterit esse verum et non 

. esse superfluum, ut cum di- 

' citur omnis homo est omne 

pTODin^^nnnnnTtr^nD^-QID^D omnibus, quae convertuntur 

'»:q !?D rhi^) -IDID b ^in Oli^ !?D in praedicatione, nihilo secius 

b3 inn "QID ta i^Ti nr d5 Dli^n propterea quod potest con- 

bltODD "n^nD nn D^D ]D) -QID tingere in aliquibus materiis, 

still the considerations mentioned above p. 11, seem sufficient to prove that 
he did not have a reading knowledge of the language. 
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Drr^^y idj^dd pit pi:r^ mb w^mt^ 'p 
-QiD !?D on D-'ic^ii^ 'p on i^i^^ 
rb)! -in^ r^yn "aion ioion ^rb^b 
nn'^n i<^ noiprin hj^t "^d!? n^n Dii^n 

^D n^ni . • . "iw D'^i^ on bin'^^ 
'hb'D p^D M^i^ iW)T\ iiiD np!?n 
nn:in p n^iT i^ini ... Din htd 
iniiin ntfi^^^ ta rare opon nn 
DiT] riTDi nib'»npDn -^ro lyn vbi^ 
mpb ^i^)i: dT 1D1 riDin i^-ipn 
^y ^itfi^in DV nnninDn b:i nnn 
i^in D^^tfi^ p'^D n'^nn i<!?:i^ ni-^nn 
□ii< b3 DtW nbi<^ pi)i^ i<b p^o 
bi^ nti^ piyn n-rr^^ -qid ta on 

D^is^ii^ 'pn n^i< ^n Dii^ b ont:^ 
d!?d pi pyDtfi^ m-itr^i pi^n m^ 

p:iyn on D'^tr^ii^ 'pn n!?^^ -iD^n 

fin ^^in )b'D n?! •nniD !?d ^^in^ 

nii"i:nD n!?iT ^^ini "iDon ddiidd 

ntfi^'^nn nni^i (364) . . ■ n:in noinn 

DDnn nm nn^i i^i< !?DnDn nr 
DniiV b^: nnti^D oipon nn vy^v:i 



ut sit falsum vel superfluum, 
ideo putavit Aristoteles quod 
non coniungitur nota quanti- 
tativa ipsi praedicato in aliqua 
lingua. Sed posset quis obii- 
cere et dicere quod si sic esset, 
ergo non deberet poni nota 
quantitativa in ipso subiecto: 
quia continget etiam illud esse 
falsum, vel superfluum. Super- 
fluum quidem, ut cum dicitur 
aliquid animal est rationale; 
nam hoc idem sequitur si di- 
catur animal est rationale, et 
sic illud aliquod erit super- 
fluum. Falsum vero, ut cum 
dicitur, omne animal est ra,- 
tionale. Ergo ilia causa quam 
Averroes reddit cur non sit 
in usu ponere notam quanti- 
tativam in ipso praedicato, 
non est vera; quum ob ean- 
demmet causam non deberet 
esse in usu ponere notam 
quantitatis in ipso subiecto. 
Ad hoc autem dicendum est, 
quod ideo non est in usu po- 
nere notam quantitativam in 
praedicato, quia sunt duo quae- 
sita simul: videlicet utrum 
praedicatum affirmetur de su-. 
biecto, vel an sit denegatum 
ab omni alia re praeterquam 
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^D^^t5^ riD pDi'^ i6^ "1D')^^ i^)rw ni) ab illo. Nam. cum dicimus, 
r\pbr\ i^bv Dy\^TW n^n fJIDI^'^Dn omnis homo est omne ratio- 



HD^ "iniD D^^ DD D^^ iT^rT'tt^ DTD 

'•nn n^p liiD^n "inion oi^i •nniD 
^tfi^i:in ^^ mp -yon^ aip^ nf^t^ 



nale, iudicabitur quod omnis 
homo est rationalis, et iudi- 
cabitur etiam quod ipsum ra- 
tionale est denegatum ab omni 
alia re, praeterquam ab ipso 
homine. Haec autem sunt duo 
quaesita diversa, et ideo in 
usum venit ponere hoc in 
duabus propositionibus, non 
in una, et hoc est de se no- 
tum, quum quaesitum ipsum 
nihil aliud est quam utrum 
haec res insit huic rei, vel 
non insit ei; non utrum insit 
huic rei, et non insit alicui 



ninora poo p^^ im^ nyn: j^in aiteri simui." 

b 9^ lomn nt n:anD )yii2iw no d^d d^ riDi^ten ni^T %n b)ii^ 
]whr\ n^i:iD ^Db) :iin:)n -^Db i:idd y^^nrr^ '^^i^^ "iniD b i<n Dii< 
riDi in'' nnpn Titi^ pp^ ]wbr] tinn*" i<b]i; ii^d d^ ra^n'^ i^i^ n^iT ^in 
iDDii^DD -inv n^!?iD dhd nni^ bt:^ ni^n^mi ni^'inS-i niDipra "id^^'» 
b HDipnn n«D pyn pi ... pniii oii^n -a^ nDipnn ni^T • • • ini< 
-inr D-iiDD^D m^^D niDipnn ]d Dn^iTi -qid -"nb oi^n p pn '•n 
''nbb ninn ni-iT:in bi< D^iti^nD nnn*" ihidd tc^^i^ ^3 -^nvT D^ii^i int^D 
li^D 2r\p^ nwm niDipnn n^i^ti^ noi^^ oi^) n^riDi^n oni^iini oynto yiv 
HD^^^ ni^-ii ti^ipn noDD D^DiriDD riD^Dn i^ ira^itr^n nii^iin :niDn id pn 
p^ li'^ni^ Dpy*" iDi<^ no nDt:^n i^it:^ '•m^ i^ n^n:in -"d j^in mi d^vt\ on 
niDipn ''Ht:^ nD nnipnn n«T nDti^ D'^D^n -lyti^ nti D'^n^i^ n'^n ot^ '•d nr 
• . . n!? yn Di^ '•D nr ]m pi (8»c) o^'^'iDt:^ r\^2 id irj^i o'ln^i^ n'ln ^^in 9^ 

DDnn ni nm bton^ no liD-ii^n n:ini onnDD niDipon ninn n^n^i 

D^n by oniDon ''niDyni i^dd o'li^biDi 0^)1^2 idi^ rj^n -i^i< ^y 

♦ m:i onD m^iti^ '•nl^no -iSi^D pn ^iiDi^nD pn 
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The following discussion concerns the interpretation of 
Aristotle, Perihermenias, ch. 7, ijb 38 — 40: ^xvafov 5f on 
y,xi jCfc/a ^TrSipxaig fzixi; JcxTxC^cia-sac, to yxp xvro iel xtto^^^oli 
rviv x'7r6(px<nv OTsp JcxTsCP'^^ev jj JcxTxCpxaig , jcx) xtto rov xifTov . . . 

The meaning of this is made clear by what follows in 
the Aristotelian text. He is evidently dealing with contra- 
dictories, and emphasizes the importance of forming them 
properly, so that one affirmative shall have one contradictory 
negative, and vice versa; although inconsistently enough, he 
adds an example of indeterminate propositions. Averroes' 
text, which follows in parallel columns in Hebrew and Latin, 
makes the meaning less clear than the original by the change 
in the order of exposition and by misleading additions. 

(Lp 23 ^) (Lat. Aver. 766 I) 

)bi< '•ro )^)il2^^ ^^Di< DiD^I *At genera oppositionum 

ODM^ )T^t^ri'^ D^y^^V^ nib'inpDn dictarum poterunt quidem ita 
TDn ip^il) DDfc^n cni^p pi^no se habere, ut descripsimus, 
Dmipl in*^ r\Di< ar\)ip^) scilicet, ut aliquae earum di- 

npb-^^ aro 10mm in^ ip^ ^^^^"^ ^^^^^ ^^ ^^'^""^ ^^^' 

ay 5i ini^ nrn in^n n)bh)^) ^^^^^ ^' aliquae falsae simuh 
t t dum capiatur pro una affir- 

matione una negatio, et uni 



^^1D l^^it:^ l^^iDD y^-^nd^ npb-^^ 



quoque negation! respondeat 
una affirmatio ; servatisque 



^>2pDn npb:^ IOD ^pbn b'?)^ ^^^ ^oc adhuc aliis conditio- 

int* DnN r« Pb DIN b3 Mimb ^jbus ad id requisitis, quae 

npb^V; ion in pb din b3 IW pb adhuc dicentur, et non quod 

bbf)3 3"»"in01 ybn T^m "^^ID ^^1^^ detur uni affirmationi plus- 

DnN PN Mioab b^2p0 npitt' ids quam una negatio; ut quum 

pb DIN ^3 13^ DD DIN pb IHN detur affirmationi universali 

"•p^n ^^W p!?n y^nob npb-^^ in negativa universalis, et nega- 

3"'''nD ip^n b^Hy^ IN ^^13 bbW[ tiva particularis, ut si oppo- 
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P HT rpn DiD^^I ^^1D D^'^riDI p^n natur huic propositioni, scilicet 

r\)bby^ nrp D:iDi< in^n m^^ltS^n '•D omnis homo est albus, nuUus 

DiDi< nrnn p IDDI in^ nvn^ homo est albus, et non omnis 

HT !?j; n^i^nrrnni^ ni^^ttC^ nvn ^in homo est albus: vel contra 

HW:n r»n ^1^^^ a:Di^ bbwn ^D negativam universalem oppo- 

p D'^^TIDn ini^ n'»'»n Itt^^ IDliyn natur affirmativa particularis 

l!? inii^ y^^TW IDliyD i^tfinin nmn ^t affirmativa universalis : ut 

D^rij;np^tfin:nnTn^ntc^pnn^''nDn ^^^ dicitur nuilus homo est 

pn D'bbyDn a^:^:yr\ id 1i< D-^-'tC^-'i^n ^'^"^^ opponatur aliquis homo 

HDin ^i^ n^^iD riDin n nnnw ^"^ ^^'^^^ ' ^"'^^^ ^^^^ ^'^ 

^n^n in ^ti^mi ni^^lti^n ^ItC^in ^"^^ ""^ affirmationi una de- 
2Vm HT^ n^n m!?!?1tfiD i^triin ^etur negatio, et ipsa quoque 
ni^n r\)bb)Vn nib) -\m r\)bb)^ affirmatio est affirmatio unius 

♦ "ini< negationis; et huius rei indi- 
cium est, quia negatio negat eandem rem quam affirmavit 
affirmatio de eodemmet subiecto, quod affirmavit affirmatio, 
sive illud subiectum fuerit quid singulare sive universale, in 
quo fuerit apposita nota universalis vel particularis. Nam si 
praedicatum quod affirmatur non esset praedicatum quod 
negatur, identidem et subiectum illius non fuerit subiectum 
negatum, tunc illi affirmationi dabitur alia negatio, et illi 
negationi alia affirmatio." 

It will be seen that the introductory part of the above 
quotation, pointing out the relation of this paragraph to the 
preceding one, which treated of the various kinds of oppo- 
sition in judgments, and particularly the phrases italicized 
there, lead one to think that the passage in question applies 
to all the classes of opposition mentioned before. Moreover, 
the circumstance that in Averroes the examples of the true 
opposites in the above quotation precede rather than follow 
the statement: ^'quia negatio negat eandem rem quam affir- 
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mavit affirmatio, etc." makes the meaning of the latter more 
liable to misinterpretation than the similar statement in the 
original, which is followed by illustrative examples. 

Messer Leon, who had the Latin text of Aristotle, explains 
the passage properly as concerned with contradictories, and 
the sentence "quia negatio, etc." as guarding the reader 
against confusing a contrary with a contradictory opposition. 
In order, however, to account for the italicized phrases in 
the passage above quoted from Averroes, he also suggests 
another interpretation. Gersonides, however, who knew of 
no other text except that of Averroes, and was given to 
hypercriticism, finds a sophistical objection to the ordinary 
method of interpretation as set forth above, which he thinks 
is Averroes' own, and suggests another interpretation of the 
sentence ^'quia negatio negat, etc.", as expressing more cor- 
rectly the thought of Aristotle. Messer Leon as in other 
cases quotes him at length with disapproval. 

(368) (Gers. 78* G) 

HTtfi^ DpDD DD Wyn DDnn "lDi<1 "Verumtamen contra hanc 

m^ 12H liDD l-^nntC^ no ^Db ^i<:inn conditionem ab Aristotele po- 
P)bm; pb)r\n -|-nD p^^tC^ H^IDD^ ^itam, insurgit dubium non 
lt^^amb^r^vbbw^m2:^^^mb "^^^iocre: nempe quod si 
. , , , Aristoteles intellegeret per 

W iDjr p)br\^ Hb nb ai^ !?d "idi^ , ,. . . , ,*. 

, hanc conditionem id, quod in- 

^ ' telligit Averroes, tunc huius- 

-in^l . . . l5l pb Dli< !?D IW pb ^^^i conditio esset posita 

121 nODD Wyn DDHH -IDJ^ DT temere. Nam si adesset aequi- 

pi< nin p l^iyn nmni irij; nr vocatio in nota quantitativa, 

pIDH HT TVT) D^ "^^^iDn T])b ]^^V ut diximus nos, tunc obiiciens 

''^inn n?^ pnn mTlS^ Dl^n^lliDD intelligeret eam veluti parti- 

^Bb n:n^ 1lDD"l^^:i^ ^ini nD1^^tC^ no cularem, vel tanquam univer- 

nn^^ mm r\pb^ i^^ nwnt^^ HD salem ; sed non intelliget ullo 

tm:in M^ ^tC^^D !?n:i1D HD Vbn pacto quod sit simul partialis 
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ro ini^n y\^rb n^n-" ^b li^nn nr 
n:piiin ^b 55 Ti<i ini< ni^^iti^ 

ii<2io^ -iDD ''D (369) mT\ y\^rb ir\\^ 

l*"*^ "QID ini< DID l''*^ ^'OVCV IDD 

nvn^ npi!? ^b nr^i "idid ini< niDn 
TO b:i\^ m^ ni^^itfi^ hd ^^inn 

"1310 ^in b i^i< xr\^^ ii< "iniD 

rroTD urn n:ipiiin i<^ "i^inn ni 
i^^t:^ nil ni^^'DpDD noi^:)^ ni^i:iDn 

□riD in^^ b'D'yi^ -^iDD nvDon onti^ 

•)« nvDDnn r\^b^:D ura n^piiin 
-•iDD nnniD onti^ oro ntt^n^'ti^ 
•»iDD Dti^n^'i "^nn niip ^in Dij^ntc^ 

"QiD ir^ -"nn ni^p i:-iDi< hd inD 
ni^i^D DHD n:)piiin i^^ti^ "ij^idd i^ini 
xno^ Di^i niDTiD irrritfi^ ''D nnniDn 



et universalis. Sed nemo du- 
bitat quod non est obiicientis 
consuetudo, ut obiiciat ipsi 
affirmanti per duas negationes, 
videlicet quod si dixerit quis- 
piam, omnis homo est albus, 
non obiiciet ei obiiciens ut 
dicat simul nuUus homo est 
albus, non omnis homo est 
albus, nisi forte retrahat se a 
prima negatione et dicat se- 
cundam negationem et ipsum 
oppositum erit secunda nega- 
tio, non prima; sed utcunque 
sit tandem manifestum est 
quod hae duae negationes 
simul non sunt oppositae pro- 
positioni ipsius affirmantis, 
quia non sunt una propositio 
sed quaelibet earum opponitur 
proprie ei, et in qualibet 
earum reperiuntur illae pro- 
prietates quae enumeratae sunt 
in ilia oppositione. Si ergo 
haec esset sententia huius con- 
ditionis, tunc nihil faceret haec 
conditio in hoc negotio; sed 
ut mea fert sententia, Aris- 
toteles voluit per hanc con- 
ditionem ut non sumatur in 
una enunciatione aliqua pars 
terminata ipsius subiecti, vel 
ipsius praedicati in altera enun- 
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nr nion r\)b)Xi am n^piiin id nn) 
np)b^'D 9^ nvra r^yn ron^ nni 

••n i''^^ )yiDid ^'•npDn np!?'^t5^ idd 
niip ii< "innD did ^d -qid in^^ 
nr ^y p^yn n^rw^ ^^ -qid didh 
ni^i^DH am nipni^n ^^^ "li^inn 
n? iDD^ n^^iDD nn ni!?'»npDn iiD^i^^ 
iD^-'ts^ ^tfi^Dni .i^w^D mp*^ I'^iyn 

tt^'^^iD ^intc^ iDi^itc^ 1DD i)ir\ nr 

••''D'' ^)QD'^i^ \^i< )yiDid b^2pD w^;^^ 
^"^^^ mom mp i;)iD^ tr^-'inD ir\i^ 
^r\^ nb^ n^n nii^-in ts^inn ti^-iinD 
Dm nnniD onti^ oro ntc^n'» nnwn 
'•i^:inn nr!? itDDi^^ "rniiini nn*' mnTiD 
IDii^n nr ^y npi!?nDn n^'n-' -qd -^d 

n^in-^tc^ ni!?''npD3 r^m"^^ it:>iw non 

)mv:i im;:in ]^:vn !?ibtin oiDi^ 
^tc^iin iDinD n'^'^non i!? ini^^ y^^r\^ 

□^^tt^ nn □n'^r^ npi^nDn n^ri p^yn 
«it:^:in -•n^n nrnn ^^is^in n^ri 



ciatione; quum si ita fieret 
tunc uni affirmationi non da- 
retur vis unius negationis, 
neque tunc etiam verae essent 
illae proprietates dictae in ip- 
sis oppositis, ut gratia exempli, 
si dixerit quispiam omne ani- 
mal est rationale, et obiiciat 
ei obiiciens dicens nullus homo 
est rationalis, quod autem 
haec negatio non sit una illi 
affirmationi, nemo ambiget 
quia illi affirmationi dabuntur 
plures negationes, ut si dica- 
tur nullus equus est rationalis, 
nullus asinus est rationalis, et 
ideo non respondet illi affir- 
mationi vis unius negationis, 
sed vis plurium negationum, 
sed una negatio respondens 
illi affirmationi erit haec, nul- 
lum animal est rationale vel 
haec, non omne animal est 
rationale. Constat autem quo- 
que quod si ita res se habe- 
ret, tunc non verificarentur de 
eis illae proprietates datae in 
ipsis oppositis de necessitate; 
quum necesse est ut existi- 
mentur hae duae enunciatio- 
nes esse contrariae quia in 
qualibet earum extat nota 
quantitativa universalis et de 
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iW)Ti ^r\b2 DVnn ^tcnint r\)bbW2 istis profecto non verificantur 

"ini< rrbbw nvnn nt!? iTn ni!?^1t5D proprietates contrariarum, nee 

nvn r\i:b)^r\ nr^l ni^^lS^ nr n!?')? existimantur esse contradicto- 

ntfi^^nn I^^^^DI DVnn nr n^lT nn^^ ^^^e, quia homo est aliquod 

«tcn:n .Tnn nnD npi^Dn^^ ^n nr ^^^"^^'' ^^ ^^^^ existimabitur 
npi^t^D n:n in^n H^m:l^ \mn ^""^ ^""^ ^^^^"^ ^"""^ ^^"^^ 

est rationalis habeat vim istius, 
scilicet aliquod animal non est 

rationale, et de his quoque 

d:DN1 1:1b pbm HT nn npb^^ mu^ ^^„ verificabuntur omnino pro- 



'•itfi^n «n:)nD no p^n nn^n mm 
n^DpD ^i'•^^ n:in ^•)t£^:inD no p!?n w 



no iiiD ntapDn ^'•n n^inntt^ Dtt^n'» 



prietates contradictoriarum 



!?tfi^nin^n^npDnnnn^bit5^n-lptt^ quia utraeque sunt falsae. Et 

^n b3 ):iDi^ rrri^t!; 2^r\^ -IMtt^ si diceremus etiam vice huius, 

nn« Dli< pi< )yy2i^b b^2pD -QID sc. nullus homo est rationalis, 

m ntoitfi^ mp^ HD II^D IDID hanc, non omnis homo est 

ta )yiDi^ «ini n^ n^npDn mwn rationalis, tunc posset potius 

n^ rtnpDH n^nn nr^l -iniD On^^ existimari quod sint contra- 

'•D -Q-ID ^n ^D i^b 131D Dli^ b dictoriae, quia est particularis ; 

^^yn ^i^D -l^^t5^ lliO n^npo nr^^ ^^^^^ "^" verificabuntur de 

«^ ^D Dl^n rtiT nn D^to^n D^^n ^^^ Proprietates contradicto- 

-)D^^Dn nn ^b DHD p^inn p^n ''^''''^ ^^ parutique erit ratio 

«!? -ini< m^^^ltfi^ mDnn on^ n^m ^^ affirmatione, videlicet, si 

nDi^nn n^^^-in n«T n^ni ni^^^tC^ n? ^"^ negationi detur vis plurium 

n^inn nn p pyn n^n «!? D^^tfi^ ro affirmationum ut si capiatur 

nnn 5; nD«n ni!?^3pD nr^nn i^!? P^^ opposita huius, nullum 

♦ "IDPIDn DT animal est rationale, haec, 
omnis equus est rationalis vel aliquis equus est rationalis, 
sic enim non verificabuntur de eis illae proprietates datae 
ipsis oppositis, ut perspicuum est. Identidemque continget in 
ipso praedicato ut gratia exempli, si quispiam dixerit Socra- 
tes non sentit et obiiciens obiiciat ei et dicat quod sentit 
oculo, tunc haec affirmatio non erit una illi negationi, sed 
habet vim plurium affirmationum sic, videlicet dicendo quod 
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sentit lingua vel aure vel naribus eius, et sic poterunt esse 
hae ambae falsae, cum Socrates fuerit caecus. Idemque con- 
tinget in enunciationibus universalibus, ut exempli causa si 
detur pro opposita huius, nulla spongia marina sentit, haec, 
aliqua spongia marina sentit sensu visus, hae autem duae 
enunciationes reputabuntur esse contradictoriae cum tamen 
sint simul falsae et ideo fuit coactus Aristoteles ponere hanc 
conditionem quia potest fieri obiectio hoc modo dicto. Dicit 
igitur Aristoteles quod huius rei indicium, sc. quod oporteat 
uni negationi dari, ac respondere id quod habeat vim unius 
affirmationis et uni affirmationi respondere una negatio, in- 
dicium est, quia negans negat quidem eandemmet rem prae- 
dicatam, quam affirmavit ipse affirmans, ab ipsamet re subiecta, 
et hae ratione extat inter eos disceptatio, nam si praedi- 
catum affirmatum non esset praedicatum negatum vel subiec- 
tum non esset subiectum, tunc illi affirmationi responderet 
alia negatio praeter hanc negationem, et huic negationi alia 
affirmatio, praeter hanc affirmationem. Si igitur controversia 
et disceptatio fiet in uno subiecto et in uno praedicato, 
ergo si capiatur in una enunciatione aliqua pars ipsius subiecti 
quod est in altera, vel aliqua pars praedicati, tunc non erit 
illi opposita, sed erit opposita illi enunciationi in qua capitur 
ilia pars tantum. At existimatur quod ilia sit sua opposita, 
quia contigit ut contineatur in ea ilia enunciatio quae est 
opposita ei, ut gratia exempli, haec, omne animal est ratio- 
nale, existimabitur quod sit opposita huic, nuUus homo est 
rationalis ; quia contingit quod contineatur in ea enunciatio quae 
est ei opposita, quae quidem est haec, omnis homo est rationalis, 
et ideo sua opposita erit haec, omnis homo est rationalis, non 
haec, omne animal est rationale; quia non est sua opposita 
ratione reliquarum specierum animalium, quae in ea continentur 
praeter hominem; nam obiiciens non obiecit de illis ullo pacto 
in hae propositione, necessario enim habent aliam negationem 
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non banc. Hac ergo ratione fuit verificatum, quia si res non 
ita se haberet, tunc non essent vere oppositae." 

Averroes in his paraphrase of Aristotle's Perihermenias, 
divides opposition in judgments into six classes, viz. con- 
traries, contradictories (two classes), sub-contraries, singulars, 
and indeterminates. Towards the end of the book, where 
Aristotle discusses whether opposition by affirmation and 
negation or by opposition of predicates is the stronger. 
Averroes speaks only of five classes. Gersonides accounts for 
the number five by saying that Averroes took the contra- 
dictories as one class, because where the opposition lies in 
the predicate and not in affirmation and negation no divi- 
sion can be made into those where the universal is affir- 
mative and those where it is negative, since they are both 
either affirmative or negative. Messer Leon here also dis- 
agrees with VrW DDPin on the ground that here too one of 
the predicates corresponds to the affirmative and the other 
to the negative. He, therefore, thinks that Averroes omitted 
the indeterminates because they are either sub-contraries or 
contraries according to the way we take them. 

(406) [ib. 104^ K) 

"ID^ DiDi^l I'^i'^W DDnn "IDi^l **At Aristoteles ideo dixit 

^ nnniDDtfi^ '•D^ n^Dnn n^l'^an de quinque speciebus, quia 
•ntfi^^D ^ T\^ PD Di< '•D n^n ViT contradictoriorum non est nisi 
nnun ^m ^D nn D^^DDD DnwtC^: ^^^ species, videlicet ubi prae- 

^b nr^i n^bbw ^^ nn^TO on ^^^^^^ ^^''^"^ '^^* contraria ; 

n^^IDH nvn -m npi!?n onn n™ ^^^^ ^"^^^^ enunciationes sunt 
1^^ rbb^^ n^P^nni rn^^rm t^^n vel affirmativae vel negativae, 
a; ni!?^npDn l^iyn n^n -Iti^^D ion ^^ ^^eo non fit divisio earum 
♦ V"I31 d5 m^^ltr^m niTin ^^ ratione qua universalis est 
affirmativa, et particularis negativa, vel econtia, ut res se 
habebat in oppositis secundum affirmationem et negationem." 
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GLOSSARY. 

tCD PN Avicenna. 

■-iplK arlificialX^yaD. 

IDUt not/uj, mode, maoner. 

m'TI« identity. 

TN "r nCit '»'*•', fuaii/as, Calegory of quality. 

3^P''N sponge. 
tCfVt iitdividuum. 

ID** say; IDND '^■nry't'"', caUgirria, category, 
nJN "■oS (name of odc of the categotiea). 
rrraJlJM kumanUas. 

Dnip"p« Epicuras; n^D^^p"B« Epicureans. 
IBDIN Aristotle. 

^ to divide, separate; b'127\ or ^il^D J'aipoji, digtrmtia. 
It13 to enter; («13D 'l««y»y'l-, inlreiiuctio\ MiaOH IDD 'he Iw^oge of 
Porphyry. 
1N\bll3 Burleigh, (Waller). 
i13T13 aspect, point of view, 

^1B3 nullification, invalidation; ^''113311 ^tt ntt3n rtduclis ad aSsurdum. 
^23 abiurdum. 
iiUl3 participle. 

1^32 '" seek; IJfplSD the thing sought, desired lo prove, frefaii, 
bn} see ^33. 
^3J to bound, limit; ^33 tirntiniu., (»□ logic), term; n|?33n lii^i' 
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mi33 »^^p'*'»i){:nbn nisi- 

T : T"— — 

n!?n3 major (premiss in a syllogism) )( H^^p . 

■n;i to fence, hedge: y^^ HfOQ. Spia-fAdQ^ definition n^llUn = "11]!. 

• • • • « • • 

"ll^l to cut, decree: niTIl oLifo^otvvi^y Tratpuvufjtix; '^'^^^ Txpuvvfjtov . 

T". t: • 

m? -I see *it:i . 

• • • • 

^^^^ see Dtfi^3 . 

'^'y^ (piel) to speak ; ^liy^ a. rationisX^y^^^^ realis ; 1310 ^oyixd^^ rationalis, 

• • • • 

1-131 see 1:31. 
^13n see ^i:^. 

• • 

rb^T\ see ^d:i. 

tt:- 

n"ii:in see *n:i. 

TT-.- 

]V|n /^^/Va, logic. 

T\TTV\ graduation; H^llinB gradually, by degrees. 
T T : - T T : - : 

tD/Pin absoluteness; tD^PinS absolute^ absolutely. 

• • • 

nt^y^n refutation sXiyx^ll nt^V^nn IDDi the ngpi Zo<pt<rriKSiv "EXsyx^fv of 
Aristotle; "^it^ytDH Vi/P'^T]* ^vXAoyiafiOQ IxeyxrtxdQ, 

• m • 

•'"fc^yton see n^yton . 

• • T : - 

tfi^P'Tl o'uXAoyia'fJtd^i tS^P'^nD "1DD tl^e Prior Analytics of Aristotle. 

• • • 

T\iibn h'^opiKi^n rhetorical "^l^i^n tfi^p^H o't/AAoy/o-ftoc ftiTopixoQ , 
T T-: • • T — : ' 

n^niD conduct, behavior, practice. 
tt:- 

nn^n assumption, hypothesis. 
TT-: 

nDSDD agreement, convention; imposition positio\ rT^^tfi^, nOltfi^J^I DDDDH* 

impositio prima^ secunda (cf. Boet, In Categ. ed, Migne^ 159 C; Burleigh^ 

Sup, Art. Vet. Exp. f. 64^); nDSDHB ^otrk o-t/vd)ji«fv , secundum plcuitum\ 

T T : - : 

a-vvekVVfjLWQn univoce. 

npDDn sufficiency, satisfactoriness, conclusiveness. 
'tt : - 

nyn <rrspii(nQn privatioi absence. 

IDD to turn; ^^DH svxvriov. contrariumi nTODH contrariae (of judgments) 

• • • • 

nVDOnn nnp sub-contrariae\ ^QriDD convertible, reciprocal. 
npon see -jDH. 
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m«3Ein see ion- 
riBKftSn see BB^Q. 

mmfcn = n9ifc3- 

PTTBSn see FjIS. 

nOipn ir|>*T«ri(, proposUio. 

Crin = Ehn . )( tfrin see 0*3-1 . 

npS'Tt "-"IiiifnC, composition Xpl^n- 
njteT] see 3^3. 

m^Tinri see -yn- 

rbrTr\ ^tX^-, prindpium. 

riQln ""to quaniilaliva (placed before (lie subject id & judgment to iodi- 
cate its quantity). 

i-lOn see IQln )C'>Tl!i ■ 

^in '" tie obliged, necessaiyj hithp., to follow as a necessary inference or 
conclusion; mS^nnn inference, conclusion; S^'ifl •J^'"'"'!'"' X H v^ttf ■ 
avn see 2Ti- 

Pl^ see pVl- 

p^ to divide; W^n division, separation, analysis; p^nD J'«P'»fM've( 
discritus^ discrete XpSiniD; •<^ partia/is, parlUularis, particttlat X ''b^? . 

iPISn CtPSn to search) iiaj'iuT'i , induilio^ induction. 
IpP lifimr.e; lyipr) -flsp AiSrflt l^filTiKit. 

mTB*n *p"^, i">'«rXnin"'nD- 

lj;3a natural )(13D1H; ""jaB VDlff tie ni^J rfit *vff<«i)( "Aifijia-i 
1N^^ Tullius (Cicero). 
Tiifii'iB Stoics. 

jrniseeyT. 
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ny^T see j;t. 

yri to know; J^^IT evta-mrSvi HV'^T sma-riifMii , 

• • • 

Dpi"^ ygyoc, rarely used in place of ;|')D . Anatoli uses it in the Isagoge •, relation. 

"1^1 to be bom, arise; ni^lH conciusio, 

TT 

lID'^ (IC) f^Toixiiov ^ elementum^ element. 

^j;qi (category) froteiv , 

Ipysn^ (category) t4o-%«v. 

ni113 intentio\ rT'Otfi^* H^ltC^i^l H^IID intentio prima^ secunda\ cf. I^l^. 

T T— T* : T • 

rj3 power; n!D3 ^vviftj/, /w poientiaX^))')^'2' 
ni!?'»3 ivs^sudspfa^ illiberality)(niD''li- 
'I'j^l^ 'Kpoa-viyopix^ appellatio, 

bbSD see ^^3. 

SSn to include, contain; ^^'^Q universalis'^ i^^3 = bbVi'* ^3 commu- 

• • • 

niterXy\r\^':^. 
•: 

nD3 «'oo-^v, quantitas^ category of quantity. 

T — 

n3 sect, school, oCipt(n%, 

m 

1D«D see IDJ^- 
T-:- 

• • ^ •• • •• 

• • • 

J^IDD see t^n* 

T 

t£^|70p see tTpD- 
131D see 1D1. 
^TllTO ethical. 

• • • 

DiriD essential ^niPID essentialis, 

• • • 

^rmo see niriD • 

• • • 

tD^niD absolute; tO^HIDS = tO^m^. 

T« T • • •••••• 

• * • ■ • * • 

lOtC^DID see totJ^Q . 

DDID «9»'^^s'S'C, demonstratio\ nODD 1DD the Posterior Analytics of 

• • ^ •• •• 

ft 

Aristotle; ^HDID tC^p^H o-vWoyta-fJibQ ^TroSetKTiKdq , 
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vyn^O (npi) the body or surface surrounded or limited, X '^^pD • 

^yr\7:i (tr:i'T) = t£^D»)(t£^]nn; see ^r\. 

33"11D (DD")) compositus^ complexus^ tmrk <rvi4,TX0Kijv , 
X : * 

^i^tfi^D **'"^ iJLtrcc<pop^v ^ secundum translationem. 

:jten»)(rts^D; see :itef:j. 

T * ~ 

21TD temperament, disposition, character. 

n^^D particular p^t^»^ verbum. 

^-»P g7Jo«, species \ D^'J'^pn pi? •f/^^^'^'^ specialissima^ lowest species. 

T T : T : T 

nHOD opponent. 

PSIDD ^viAcyov, analogum. 
Q^DDD o-vvmvfjtov^ univocum, 

^^JO to find; ni^^'liD existenfia; {^Ijp;. '<$". rd '(iv, ^«j; n^l «^p? ^^-^ 

TT * : "*" • 

rationis^ p. 15 ff» 

D^D ^^^'?> 'fS'^^*'; positio^ situs, 

T — 

^intDi^P see r)12i. 

DIK^'liD see {^^iD- 

^'^DpP opposite. 

ni^^'SPP opposites (of judgments). 

DDIpP that which occupies place, t^ Wtov x««%ov , r^r/«J /f7^a/«/;/ X DpD 

place. 

n^D (npi) the surrounding body or limit X^plD- 
mpp ^T^^ (rvtM^8^iiK6<:, accidens, 

yji^T\r:^ see tr:ii. 

VS'nD quadratus^ square. 

* 
^ijjj^^P (cf. Ar. :pLi^ fr. ^yivo to go on foot) Peripatetic, cf. p. 28. 

rjnits^p see rpti. 

rtS^D see IltT^ ; )(:rt£nD • 

. ^ ■ T 

r|nn?^p " n?*^^? ^^^ n^^* 
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^SnnD convertible, reciprocal; see "IQn* 

n^nnD ^Ttpoivvfiov ^ diver sivocum, 

p!?nnD ^i(opt<riievoq^ discretus\ see p^pi' 

nniJ see in. 
t: • 

niD'^li s^evQtptdm^ ^ liberality Xnii^Vj. 

J^teniJ see ^^t2^:j. 

«lib:j see ^0- 

':\'^^ conse^ueftsXoyipi ^i/DTi ^^?p5i oppositutn eonsequenfis. 

^23^ animal tfi^Di 7V3 animatus, 

nililJ (rail to conquer, excel) huXsKTixii ; nil^On "IDD the Topics of Aris- 
totle; "^nilii tfi^P'^n ^v^^oyia-fibQ itacXtKrixdc, 

^rr\^:^ see niio- 

• • ^ • 

fyn ^9?<vmvyt,ov ^ multivoeum, 

J^tfi^i (cf. Ar. J„4J>) xaniyopslv^ praedicare\ J^teHi t/Toxf /ftevov , subiectum\ 

i^lte^i *coiTii'yopovfjLSvov, praedicatum ; praedicabih\ J^)^'^^^^ Kotrnyopfet, praedica^io, 

;it2;i hiph. to comprehend: nUtS^n comprehension; ;i^t£^D consequens^ quod 

T T - • ~ 

tf^ aliquid eonsequitur\ ^^tS^On 113 the faculty of comprehension, the intel- 
lect; ^tSHD the thing comprehended, the concept. 

i^ltrO see i^tfiry 

T 

nii^"»?^J see HtC^i. 

nSD causa \ n^^yiQ HDD ^^«J« eMciens\ n^lDID Hllb ^^«J<» materialise 

Tm • fc • • • 

n^^*ll2i HDD causa formalis ; n^H^^Dn nDD causa finalis, 

ri/I^ID ''^^'ov, proprium. 
T : 

"IID order, arrangement ; ^ HDS ^'^ or dine ad^ in relation to, as compared with, 

• • • . 

^1D 7^»'05, genus \ D^^IIDD ^1D = IV^V ^1D genus generalissimum^ highest 
genus; yjilOD ^1D genets subalternum^ intermediate genus. 
ni")niD contradictor iae (of judgments), contradictories. 
i^iTi^'D Seneca. 
pIQD ^y^Aoy/a, analogia^ analogy. 
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ppD UTopiu^ dubium^ dubitatio^ quaestio, 

tOlpD Socrates. 

DVDnp indefinitae (of judgments), indefinites. 

"TI^W transcendens, 

npij; - IDIj; pr present time. 

* • 
• • • , * « « 

■i^^^j; see pj^. 

D!JJ^ «^«-''«, substantia'^ "jj^^j; ^jjp /^r j^; niDi^J? essentia'^ U^^^W, D'^DJ^J^ 

• • • • • ^ 

D'^iltC'i^*) '— ^/S5t4w, SevTspaei ohvlott. 
niDl^y see D2iJ^. 
"?|^JJ — 7Jij| I'^y? ^"^ relation to, in comparison with. 

Dl^np-IID Porphyry. 

DinTlD 'f^*^*, vitium, viceXDID^'tfi^n • 

bVB P^l^^t verbum, 

I^IQ 'dcToiJLov individuum, 

tOltfi^D )( nSIlD see tDtTD • 

T T : 

Dtfi^S %»P^«'v, abstrahere\ ^Itfi^Q incomplexum^ simple X DDIID J ^tC^DlD 

T T ; 

Xupio-rdv^ ab5tractum\ ni^tS^DD « n^tfi^DH abstraction abstraction. 

T : - T T : - 

-11'»^ conceptus ; i^^, lltfi^J^-) -|V!i conceptus primus^ secundus 8 f. 1 5 f., see n^llD • 
^iniJ see T\-\Vi, 

r)15i to join; rjllli relation ^^ T^^'^TO, in relation to, in reference to; 
^ntO^DH nD^^P category of relation. 
1(2 yp»V^[*-^ , linea^ line. 

Dip «w/^<r^a^^«j)C:j^p;i; Dllpn ^''^iPD oppositum antecedentis. 
T\l^\> minor (premiss in a syllogism) X n!?n]l • 

nillip extrema^ extremes. 

513"5 — ^liiyn J?13'n» xt/xAow rerpaymia-fASq^ quadrature circuli. 

'^T\ to feel; tc^^-jpi = tfi^ )( t£^:i11D ; ^Tm = tC^HID; tC^^'HID sensibilis. 



